
,J 1 t

Fintling

Brorvns Gulch Tintber Sale

Section 16, TownshiP 7S, Range 3W

,-',. : r-:4:flfttrrrilTs C(}LLEefl0N

, I ' 2i[]z
M{}iJ;...lJA STA] F" LiEI?ARY

* n',.i i,,i.* 
^,t 

'infru[nuro

INTROI)UCTION

Tlre lvlontarra Departnrent of Natural Resources has proposed a timber harvest in the Barton Gulch drainage

locatedapproxinrately5rnilessouthrvestofVirginiaCiiy,Montano.T.proposedharvestrvouldremove
an estinratecl -530 MBF of Douglas fir, lodgepoli pine arrd sub-alpine fir sarvlogs from approxirnately 60

acres ol fore'sted school trust lands.

The state orvnership in this vicinity consists of a 640 acre section surrounded by federal. lands administered

bytlrc'Bqreauof[,a6dlvlarragerne-nt. TheexistingBartonGulchro^acl_nearlyaccessesthestatesection

horvcvcr a nerv road r..,ould need to be constructei on private land for 775 feet and on Bl'M land tot 427

feet to access the state land An additional | .9 m iles oi n.ru road rvould need to be constructed on state land

f0 acccss the harvest units. A Temporary Road Use Agreement is pending with the BL.M and has been

obtailed liorn tlre private landorvner. Nerv roads consiructed undei this pioposal are planned to be closed

througl a conrbination ofpartial obliteration, trashing and re-contouring and re-vegetation to prohibit

vehicle use after completion of the sale.

'l 6is tract is classitlc6 grazin-rl. valued principally for its grazing resources ancl is part olthe land grant held

b; thc State of lvtentana in trust lirr the support of tne tp".iti. beneficiarl', in this case conlmon schools'

t)ticlsloNs 1'o BE lllADE

I lrave rcviervecl tlre [:rrvironrnental Assessnrent prepared lor the Brorvns Gulch ]'ilnbcr Salc specifically to:

l) l)cci6c il'arr Environrrrental Assessmcnt is the appropriate level oIanallsis or il'an

[:nvirottntental lnrpact Staterrtent shotrld be preparcd'

2) Sclect an alternative to inrplemerrt based on the infornration provided in tlte EA and a finding

tlrnt an lllS is rrot necessary.

AL'TERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION

'l-here w,ere 2 alternatives considered in the Final EA, including the No Action Alternative' There were two

additional alternatives consi{ered early on in the process but diopped frorn consicleration due to- a variety o.F

en'ironmental and economic concems. The action altemative rvould harvest an estimated 530 MBF of

tirrrberlrornapproxintately60acresrvithin4harvestunitsranginginsizefrom 4to2gacres' Theharvest

rvoultt bc prirnarily o ,el""tion and group selection type harvesl with the exception of.one 8 acre clearcut

rvithreserves. Approximately2.l nrilesofnervroaiivouldbeconstructedand0.8mileso[existingroad
reconstructed. Tle No Action Alternative rvould not conduct any timber harvest. road constrttction or road

inr nroverrtettt acti vities.

AL'TIRNATIVE SI'LECTED

Afic.r rc'it'rving the EA, comnrents rcceived on the proposal and input received front resr:urce specialists, I

6arc t1ccitled to proceccl rvith Alternative B: Action Alternative and proceed rvith the tirnber harvest'

I ha'c selcctc'rl this alternative because I believe it can be implemented in a ntanner that is consistent with

thc lopg-tr.1r1 rnatrageltent of the tract,,vhile generatin-e an estinrated trust income of approrinrately

S-i().0()0. 'l'he tinrber hrrrvest will treat an estinrated 60 acres of fbrestland that is in arr ovcrstocked and

lurdL'r- nrod uct i r c' dtre t,.r inacti v e ln anagem en t.
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I have rejected the No Action Alternative because the timber harvest can be conducted in a nranner

consistent rvith the State Forest Land Management Plan, existing uses of the tract and surrounding landS

rvhile producing trust revenue and other long term management benefits.

SIG NIFICANCE OF Iil| PACTS

Based on nry review of the inforrnation provided in the EA, the project file and an on site rcvierv, I

conclude that significant inrpacts rvould not occrrr as a result of inrplementing the selected alternative.
'l}erelure an Environnrentai Impact Statentent rvill not be preparcd. I base this decisiorr on the'following

considerations:

Water Qualitv. Water Yield ancl Soils: Proposed harvest units and roads have been located by

.J"tlg" t" 
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*tl* rtr"am channels arrd unstable soils. All harvest unit botrndaries are located

outside streamside nranagernent zones. 'I'here are no active stream channel crossings proposed

during road construction. rtllnewly corrstructed roads rvill be closed and seeded to rapidly

reestablish vegetative cover. Best Managernent Practices lor Forestry rvill be inrplenrented to

substantially r.du." the potential fior impacts to water quality and soils. A cuntulative effects

analysis indicates increases to wa(er yieid as a result of the proposed activities are very unlikely to

occur due to the open rangc-like nature of the rvatershed, minor amount of timber harvest activity

that has occurrc'd in the past l 5 years and lack ofeviclcnce ofstream instability tionr increases in

peak llprvs. '['he currentand proposed harvest levels rvould be rvell belo"v rvhat is normally

associatcd rvitlr dctrintentll rvater yield increases.

lnrnacts to Elk and DeSL_U{[flCI-B4nqe: Although somc rvinter elk and deer use of thc project area

*.*f it tit.-ty does not normally receive use by large nuntbt'rs or lbr e.rtended periods of time.

I he Montana l)epartnrcnt of Fish. Wildlifb and Parks has identified "key" rvinter areas that are

tusedyearafteryearorduringharshorextremervinterevents.'lhenearestidentiliedrvinterrange
is nrore than 3-4 milcs fronr the project area.

Ltt Securitv ana Vu 'l'here is approximatell 240 acres of dense forest habitat providing

higft quality hidirrg cover arrd an additional 205 acrcs of open growr mature lbrest providing
utod"iot. quality tiicting covcr on the project area. I listoric fire events and terrain lcatures likely
have contributed to a naturally fragntented and patclty distribution offorested stands on the

lan{scape in this arca. 'l'he proposcd harvest rvould harvest trees on approximatcly 60 acres and

corrsecltrerrtly rcduce availablc covcr by l30h on thc state land and l% rvithilr thc -5760 acre

rvildlife anaiysis area. While there rvould be a minor reduction of cover as a resttlt of the proposal

any inclirect or curnulativc- inrpacts to elk resulting from the cover renroval rvould not be detectable

ancl aflbct security at thc hunting clistrict level or afTect the Department of Fish, Wildlife and

l'arks' ability to meet thcir elk ntanagement goals.

'l'lrreatencd, Endansercd ancl Sensitive Soecies: T'here is no documented use, tlor is there

.tp,.c,print. h"bitat within the project area for any Threatened or Endangered Species. The DNRC

lrnintains a list oIsensitive species lbr rvhich a fine filterhabitat analysis is condtrcted on

proposetl l'orest rnanagenrent projects. The sensitive species list includes: flantnrulated orvl, boreal

orvl, black-backed rvoodpecker, pileated woodpecker, northern bog lemming. harlequin duck,

li:rruginous harvk. rnountain plover, peregrine falcon, and Torvnsend's big-eared bat. There is no

{gcunrented use rvithin the project arca for any oItlte sensitive species. There is approximately

I l2 acres of Dry Douglas fir that is potential habitat for flammulated orvls. 1'he proposal rvould

all.:ct approxinratcly 32 acres olthe potcntial habitat and consequently have a minor adverse

all'ect to flurtrnrulatecl orvls. llorvever. dr1'Douglas fir habitats are common in this region and

suitablc habitat is available on other ownerships as well.

(.)ltl erO$llr: 
.l-hr'rc 

are n0 ()ld grorvtlr stands greater tharr ttre acrcs in the pro.iect area. There are

horvever. scattercd old relic trcrs antl clumps of old Douglas llr lres on ridqe tops and in areas

that vuerc'Drotected liom llres that rvere historically comnron in thearer. Relic trees. sna,ssand



dorvned woody debris, although uncommon, will be retained wherever a safety hazzrd is not a

factor.

EXECUTION

Upon execution, this Finding becomes part of the Final Environmental Assessment for the Brolvns Gulch

Timber Sale.

Garry Williams
Area Manager
Central Land Office
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Chapter l: Purpose/Management Objectives

CHAPTER I _ PIJRPOSE/MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Purpose

The Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation
(DNRC) proposes to initiate forest management and timber harvesting on

state school'trust lands in the Barton Gulch afea. The Browns Gulch

Timber Sale proposal is located in Section 16, T7S - R3W, which is
located 5 air miles southwest of Virginia City, Montana, in Madison

County.

The project proposal would address the management of Douglas-fir,

lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce and subalpine fir timber on

approximaiely 60 total acres. The estimated harvest volume would be

53b thousand board feet contained within 4 units. Construction of 1.9

miles of minimum standard road would be needed on the State

ownership. Access to the State section would require the crossing of
Bureau of Land Management and private lands and involve the

construction of an additional O.2 miles of new temporary road' The
proposed action would be implemented in early summer o'f 2OO2 and

completed by December 2005.

Project Need

The lands involved in this proposed project are held by the State of
Montana in the trust for the support of specific beneficiary institutions

such as public schools, state colleges and universities, and other specific

state institutions such as the school for the deaf and blind (Enabling Act

of Februa ry 22,1889, 1972 Montana Constitution, Article X, Section 1 1 ).

The Board of Land Commissioners and the Department of Natural

Resources and Conservation are required by law to administer these

lands to produce the largest measure of reasonable and legitimate return

over the long run for these beneficiary institutions (Section 77-1-2O2,

MCA). On May 30, 1996, the Department released the Record of
Decision on the State Forest Land Management Plan (SFLMP). The

Land Board approved the SFLMP's implementation on June 17, 1996.

The SFLMP outlines the management philosophy of the DNRC in the

management of the state forested lands, as well as sets out specific
Resource Management Standards (RMS)for ten resource categories'

The Department will manage the lands involved in this project according

to the philosophy and standards in the SFLMP, which states:

A.

B.
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"Our premise is that the best way to produce long-term income for

the trust is to manage intensively for healthy and biologically
diverse forests. Our understanding is that a diverse forest is a

stable forest that will produce the most reliable and highest long-

term revenue stream...In the foreseeable future, timber
management will continue to be our primary Source of revenue and

our primary tool to achieving biodiversity objectives."

Project Objectives

In order to meet the goals of the State Forest Land Management Plan, the

Department has set the following project objectives.

1. Promote a diversity of stand structures and patterns for a long-term

sustainable forest.
2. Maintain a semblance of historic forest conditions'
3. Generate revenue for the school trust through the harvest of timber

from the project area.

Relationship to the State Forest Land Management Plan

In June 1996, DNRC began a phased-in implementation of the SFLMP,

which established the agency's philosophy for the management of
forested state trust lands. The management direction provided in the

SFLMP comprises the framework within which specific project planning

and activities take place.

The SFLMP also defines the RMS's, which guided the planning of this
proposed action. The SFLMP philosophy and appropriate RMS's have

been incorporated into the design of the proposed action.

Other Environmental Reviews Related to the Proiect

The Moore Gulch Timber Sale EA (DNRC / Bozeman Unit) has been

completed with record of decision. The project involves school trust land

parcel, Section 16-T5S-R2W (Moore Gulch). The parcel is located in the

Tobacco Root Mountains, approximately 14 air miles northeast of the

Browns Gulch Project area. Approximately 950 MBF of Douglas-fir and

lodgepole pine is scheduled for harvest treatment from approximately 75

acres of State of Montana ownership. The project includes 0.3 miles of

road reconstruction and 2.8 miles of new construction.

D.

E.
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The Granite Creek Timber Permit EAC (DNRC/D|llon Unit) has been

completed with record of decision. The project involves school trust land

parcel, Section 36-T5S-R3W (Granite Creek) and is located in the

Tobacco Root Mountains, approximately 10 air miles north of the Browns

Gulch project area. Approximately 100 MBF of Douglas-fir is scheduled
for harvest treatment from approximately 17.5 acres of State of Montana

ownership.

The ldaho Creek Timber Harvest EA (DNRC/Dillon Unit) has been

completed with record of decision. The project involved school trust
parcel, Section 36-T7S-R4W (ldaho Creek) and is located in the Gravelly

ilange, approximately 4 air miles southwest of the Browns Gulch project

area. 854 MBF of Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine was harvested on 82

acres of State of Montaha ownership. The project was completed in

2000.

Agencies with Jurisdiction

There are three possible access routes to the proposed project and all

would require a road use permit from the BLM. The preferred access

route would use 8.5 miles of existing road under BLM management and

require 427 feet of new road construction on BLM ownership in Section

15, east of the State parcel. A Road Use Application was submitted to the

BLM on December 1.2,2001. The permit is pending the decision maker's

review in this EA and approval of the permit application by the BLM.

This access will also require a temporary road use agreement for 775 feet
of new road construction on private land. The private party has been

contacted and a temporary agreement has been secured'

Any activity that disturbs the naturally occurring vegetation is subject to

reuiew Oy ine local County Weed Board. The DNRC has a Revegetative

and Weed Management Plan on file with the County Weed Board. lf an

Action alternative is selected, the DNRC would file a site specific Weed

Management Plan with the Weed Board'

A Stream Preservation Act Permit (124 Permit) is required for activities

conducted by any government agency in a stream. The Action alternative
proposes cuiverf installations that would require a 124 permit. Should the

Action alternative be selected, a 124 permit will be applied for and the

State will abide by all requirements-
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The activity of burning slash would involve two agencies. Surface

vegetation in Madison County falls under County jurisdiction. Burning

peimits are usually required. The Department of Environmental Quality

regulates air qualiiy. DNRC is a participant in the Montana Air Shed

Coordinating Group planning effort to limit particulate production.

The Decision To Be Made

There are two decisions that need to be made regarding these alternative
proposals.

The first is to decide which management alternative would best meet the

management objectives and the objectives of the SFLMP'

The second decision is whether this Environmental Assessment

adequately identifies the potential impacts of the selected alternative and

the potential for those impacts to be significant.

lnitial Scoping and Public lnvolvement

The public involvement process began with the publication of a Legal

Notice in the Dillon Tribune on January 20 and 27, 1999'

Individual scoping notices were sent on January 14, 1999' (see List of

Individual Scoping Notices)

Resource Concerns

Responses were received from the following:

DNRC Specialists
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks
Bureau of Land Management
Skyl ine Sportsmen's Association
The Ecology Center
American Wildlands
MT Coalition for Appropriate Management of State Land

Norman Ashcroft
Lumber Products . Inc.
R-Y Timber. Inc.

H.
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Montana Wood Products Association
Louisiana Pacific CorP.

The following concerns and issues were compiled from scoping

responses for this proposed project.

. Water Quality, Water Yield and Soils

. Big Game winter Range, Elk security and Vulnerability
o Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

lssues

1. Water Quality, Water Yield and Soils

There is a concern that a reduction in timber cover, new

road construction and log skidding activities may adversely
affect water quantity (water yield, channel stability), water
quality (physical or chemical attributes), site conditions (soil

loss from erosion, soil nutrient losses) and fisheries'

Timber harvest and road construction may impact water
quality primarily by accelerating sediment delivery above

natural levels to local stream channels and draw bottoms.

These impacts could result from erosion from road surfaces,

skid trails, log landings and by the removal of vegetation
along stream channels. Newly constructed and existing

roads with inadequate drainage features (not meeting

BMP's) could increase sediment delivery to local stream

channels and draw bottoms.

cumulative watershed effects can be characterized as

impacts on water quality and quantity that result from the
interaction of disturbances, both human-caused and natural.

Timber harvest activities may affect the timing of runoff,
increase sediment yields, increase peak flows and increase

the total annual water yield of the drainages'

Equipment operations during timber harvest on wet sites or

sensitive soiis may result in soil impacts that may affect soil

productivity. lmpacts can vary depending on area and

degree of physical effects, amount and distribution of coarse

woody debris retained for nutrient cycling.
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Timber harvest and road construction activities may impact

fish habitat primarily by increasing water temperatures,

accelerating sediment delivery above natural levels to local

stream channels and by decreasing large woody debris and

shade cover through the removal of recruitable trees near

the stream channel.

Big Game Winter Range, Elk Security and Vulnerability

There is a concern that the harvesting of timber could

reduce cover important for the survival of wintering elk and

that the proposed harvest of timber and road construction
may reduce elk security cover and increase hunter access.

Thii may increase the number of bull elk harvested during

the first week of the hunting season, and that may

subsequenily require the MDFWP to further restrict hunter
opportunity in the area. concern also centers on existing
effects of low security cover associated with previous

logging activities on federal and private ownerships in

Hunting District 330.

Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

There are several wildlife species identified as "sensitive" by

the DNRC that may use the Gravelly Range vicinity and

surrounding area. There is a concern that the proposed

actions may have unacceptable impacts to these species as

well as any sensitive plant species that may be in the
vicinity.

These issues and other resource concerns will be addressed in further
detail in Chapters lll and lV of this document.

2.

3.
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CHAPTER II - ALTERNATIVES

c.

lntroduction

This chapter explains how the alternatives were developed, and describes

the No-Action alternative, the Action alternative, and the alternatives that

were considered but not given detailed study and dismissed.

Development of Alternatives

Some of the issues identified above led to the development of mitigation

measures that can be incorporated into the Action Alternative.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated as the basis for comparing the

Action Alternative to the option of not conducting the project.

Description of Altern atives

1. Mitigation Measures for Action Alternative

a. All new road construction is designed to meet minimum
standard sPecifications.

b. At the end of the project, most new road construction on the

state of Montana ownership is to be physically closed at

designated locations so they are impassable to motorized

vehicles. Partial road obliteration and logging slash and

brush will be the used, where practical, to discourage foot
traffic along the right-of-way, then seeded with weed free
grass seed.

c. New road construction on BLM is expected to be made

impassable through obliteration/recontouring. This type of
road closure will depend on the specific conditions
established in the Road Use Agreements'

A.

B.

11
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All road reconditioning would be designed to bring the

existing haul routes up to BMP standards. The

reconditioning would consist of minor blading, reshaping

road drainage improvements where needed and
construction of additional road drainage to reduce potential

sedimentation problems.

The access route through private land would be acquired for

the sole purpose of implementing this proposal and is not

designated for public access purposes.

The timber sale agreement will require any damaged
improvement to be repaired or replaced.

Soil scarification will be kept to a minimum to limit potential

noxious weed, soil and watershed impacts and meet

silvicultural goals. scarification is expected to range from

20 to 4oo/o.

Retention and distribution of at least 5 tons and up to 15

tons per acre of woody debris greater than 3" in diameter is

planned for nutrient recycling and soilwood recruitment.
This measure is meant to maintain soil productivity, seedling

micro-climate, habitat for some species of small mammals,

and old growth stand characteristics.

Road construction will be minimized and located on the most

stable ground feasible. All proposed road construction will

be reviewed by the soil scientist for site specific mitigation

designed to maintain slope stability.

Road use and equipment operations during the harvest and

post harvest activities will be limited to dry, frozen or snow

covered ground conditions.

Road drainage features will be installed concurrent with the

construction and will be maintained throughout the course of

the project.

e.

f.

g.

h.

k.
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To minimize compaction and soil displacement, slash

disposal methods would be limited to a combination of whole

tree skidding, lopping and scattering, trampling, spot piling

and possibly jackPot burning.

All newly disturbed soils on road cuts and fills and

recontouring measures would be promptly seeded to site

adapted grasses to reduce weed encroachment and

stabilize roads from erosion.

To discourage introduction of weeds, all road construction

and logginglquipment will be power washed and inspected

prior to being brought on site.

DNRC would monitor the project area for two years after the

completion of the harvest activities to identify if noxious

weeds occur on the site. Money will be collected from the

purchaser of the sale for the treatment of noxious weeds' lf
noxious weeds do occur, a weed treatment plan will be

developed and imPlemented.

All current Forestry Best Management Practices (BMP's)

would be implemented as they pertain to the action

alternative in the Environmental Assessment'

All current streamside Management zone (sMZ) Laws and

procedures would be followed as they pertain 19 the action

alternative. No harvest is planned to occur within the sMZ',s

on the project area.

lf cultural resources, sensitive species, or threatened or

endangered species are found in the area, the project would

be suspended, pending further analysis by the appropriate
resource sPecialist.

Two snags or recruitable snags per acre, >21" dbh, will be

retained where aPPlicable.

Douglas-fir relic trees will be retained where applicable.

r.

s.

t

13
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Alternatives Considered ln Detail

There are 2 alternatives under consideration, including a no action

alternative.

Alternative A - No Action

This No Action Alternative would not allow timber

haryest, new road construction or road improvement

activities. No revenue would be generated from

timber harvest treatments. Revenue from licensed
grazing and non-mechanized prospecting and

recreational activities would continue.

Alternative B - Action Alternative
Browns Gulch (Units T1,T2, C1 & C2)

Under this alternative, DNRC would harvest 4 units

ranging in size from B to 29 acres, removing 530 MBF

of savvtimber from a total of 60 acres. Harvest

methods would employ traditional ground based
yarding on37 acres and skyline yarding on23 acres'
-StanO 

treatment would be primarily a selective

harvest in Douglas-fir stands removing 70-75o/o of the

merchantable volume and clearcutting in stands

composed predominately of Subalpine fir, lodgepole
pine and spruce, removing up to 95o/o of the

merchantable volume.

An estimated 2.1 miles of new road would be

constructed and 0.8 miles of existing road

reconstructed. Four dry crossings would require

culverts. three of which would be removed at the

completion of the Project.

Access would be through Barton Gulch Road and

require temporary road use agreements from the BLM

and a private Party.
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Un|essotherwiseidentifiedunderthependingroad
use agreement, all new road on the BLM would

require obliteration through recontouring and

seeding. Road closure on the private and state

ownership would consist of partial obliteration, debris

and slash placement and seeding. This closure
process would result in no net increase of open roads

in the area.

Altern atives Conside red b ut Drsmissed

Action Alternatives

During the preliminary stages of the proposed project' two

additional alternatives were considered. The first was similar to

the initial proposal distributed in the scoping notice that included

the state's Granite creek parcel. This parcel was dropped and

considered for a separate project.

The second alternative that was dismissed proposed additional

and larger harvest units. lt was dropped in response to concerns

relating to elk security and management strategies.

Road Alternatives

Two additional access routes with existing road to the State

Section 16 were considered (see Map ll-2). Alternative 2 would

have used the existing Alder Gulch/Hungry Hollow road system.

Alternative 3 would have used the existing Barton Gulch road

system. Both routes have sustdined, excessively steep grades
(2O%+) prior to reaching the State section.

The preferred access route, Alternative 1, would require 0.23 miles

of new road construction (427 feet on BLM lands and775 feet on

private lands) to reach the State section. No road reconstruction

would be required.

Alternative 2 would have required an estimated 2.0 miles of road

reconstruction and 2.0 miles of new road construction to reach the

15



Chaoter ll: Alternatives

State section. Alternative 3 would have required an estimated 0.5

miles of reconstruction and 1.0 mile of new road construction to

reach the State section.

Both Alternative 2 andAlternative 3 would have required additional

new road construction to stay within Best Management Practices
guidelines and reasonable safety standards for log truck hauling.

ihe new road construction would also have required switchbacks

on steep slopes in excess of 50%+.

Due to excessive soil disturbance, additional new road construction

and costs, these alternate routes were found to be economically

and environmentally undesirable.

I6
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Altemative #1 - Bartons Gulch/Preferred

Altemative #2 - Alder/Hungry Hollow

Alternative #3 - Bartons Gulch

MAP II-2
BROWNS GULCH PROPOSED TIMBER SALE

ROAD ALTERNATIVES

Exsting Road

New Construction
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TABLE II - 1 SUMMARY OF TREATMENTS BY HARVEST UNIT

Table ll-2: Summary of Alternatives and Effects

UNIT # ACRES
NET

VOLUME
MBF

ESTIMATED
o/o

HARVEST
VOLUME

TYPE OF
HARVEST

ESTIMATED
LEAVE
TREE
VOLUME
IVIRtr

ESTIMATED
HARVEST
VOLUME
MBF

T1 8 80 95% SEED TREE/
RtrGENERATION

5 75

r2 29 250 80o/o SELECT/
PtrGtrNtrRATION

50 200

cl 10 120 7Ao/o SELECT 85

c2 13 244 70o/o SELECT 70 170

TOTALS 60
A(:RtrS

690 MBF AVE % HARVEST =76% 160 MBF 530 MBF

.'..,,lto.,.AcrloN,,,,'
ni,,rrnxtArMr

,l;+;l"..ni+; i+,ui :, 

:

Estimated
Harvest Acres

0 acres 60 acres

Estimated
Harvest Volume

0 530 MBF

Number of
Harvest Units

0 4 units

New Construction 0 miles 2.1
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lmpacts on Vrge!q!!e!-

Cover Types
Gradual increase
of shade tolerant

species

60 acres of Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine/

subalpine fircovertype removed - 0.37o

of forested area within watershed analysis
area.

Successional Stages
Slow trend

toward climax.
Forests remain

older than would
be expected

60 acres of Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine and

subalpine fir converted to seedling stage.

Old Growth
No old growth stands exist within the project area'

lnsect and Disease

Potential
mortality from

insect and
disease

infestations
expected to

slowly increase
as stands

increase in age

Reduction of susceptibility to insect and

disease on the treated acres by relieving
comPetition.

Sensitive Plants No impacts anticiPated

Noxious Weeds

Weeds may
establish

presence on
existing 4x4

roads

Integrated Weed Management Plan to

develop a prevention and monitoring ptan

to address potential introduction of weeds
on site. Includes Power washing

equipment, reseeding disturbed sites and a

two year monitoring period for detection

and control. A minimal increase in risk to
weed establishment is exPected.



lmnacts to Watershed and Sails

Water Yield No increase in
water vield

No detectable increases in water yield
anticioated

Sedimentation

Continued
impacts due to

existing
conditions

Minimal imPacts anticiPated

Fisheries
Continued

impacts due to
existing

eondilions
Minimal impacts anticiPated

Soils
lnadequate

drainage only
partially meet

BMP's

lmplementation of mitigation will minimize
impacts and maintain long-term

ProductivitY.

lmpaCts to Wildlife

Elk Security

No immediate
change

Minimal impact to Elk Security anticipated

Elk Vulnerability
Slight increase in Elk Vulnerability

anticiPated

Big Game Winter
Range

No lmpacts
This parcel is situated between two

identified wintering areas. Minimal impacts
are anticiPated.



Canada Lynx No lmpacts Due to small number of acres of subalpine
fir habitat type and generally marginal lynx

habitat- no imoacts are anticipated.-

Grizzly Bear No lmpacts Newly constructed roads could reduce

existing levels of security. All new roads

will be blocked following treatment to
minimize access. Adverse impacts are

exnected to be minimal.

Flammulated Owl No impacts Proposed treatments in potential habitat

would likely reduce the density of mature

trees to levels not preferred by flammulated
owls. Minor adverse indirect and

nrrmrrlalive effects could be expected.

Ferruginous Hawk No impacts
No impacts to ferruginous hawks are

expected to occur as a result of this project.

Should any ground-nesting hawks be

observed within 400 meters of the
proposed haul routes or active harvest

units, harvest activities would cease and

the DNRC biologist would be contacted for
implementation of site-specific mitigation

measures.

21,
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CHAPTER III - AFFECTED ENVIRONI'TENT

A. Introduction

This chapter presents the aspects of the affected environment that are

relevant io the issues identified in Chapter ll'

Background

1. Forest Vegetation

Lands within the proposed project area occur in mountainous

country with generaliy broad and gentle !19-"^ tops' Slopg: lange
from 3o-7oy."witn an elevation range of 7,700 feet to 8,600 feet'

The area is primarily forested (-7ovo)with interspersed grasslands

(^'30%).Densepole.sizedandmatureforestcomprises-2!o
acres, while open mature and young forest comprises -2o5 acres

of the state Parcel.

southerly exposures are dominated by Douglas-fir with scattered

trees ano paicnes of lodgepole pine, limber pine and juniper.

These stahJs are DouglJs-tirl"tk sedge habitat type and are <150

years of "t" "ontainin! 
a few scattered old remnant trees and

ttumpr. fr,"g"n"t"tioi is sparse with little understory vegetation or

coarse woodY debris Present'

Northerly exposures are mixed conifer species of subalpine fir,

lodgepote pih", spruce and Douglas-fir with whitebark pine at the

uppel:morielevaiions. These siands are primarily a subalpine

fir/arnicahabitattype.Genera|standageis<l50yearsandis
comprised of deniely-stocked timber < 10" dbh, moderately-

stocked timber >10" dbh and a few scattered old remnant trees and

clumps. Little understory vegetation or coarse woody debris is

present.

o|dertrees(>150years)primarilyoccuronridgetops,creek..
bottoms and gentle topographic features. Large snags (>20" dbh)

are rare but r6cruitment tlees (t30' dbh) are available'

Encroachment occurs readily along edges of mature forest into

areas that were non-foresteO grasitands around the turn of the

century.

22
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Primary understory species include: snowberry, big sagebrush, elk

sedge, bluebunch wheatgrass, ldaho fescue, aster spp. lupine spp.

low larkspur and wild strawberry. These species are also

commonly observed in adjacent grasslands'

Cumulative lmpacts and Harvest History

Historic mining activity was likely responsible forlugh of the old

logging that occurred in this area (Losensky 1997). Evidence of

tneie past harvesting activities within State ownership is evident in

Units T1 andT2. palt and ongoing management activities in the

project area drainages include mining, timber harvest, grazing, fire

sujpression and rold construction. Previous harvest activities on

BLM and private ownerships is evident.

Timber harvest activities have been minimal over the last 15 years,

constituting approximately 1,458 acres of small clearcuts, selective

and salvagl iutting (-6 6% of the total watershed analysis area)'

Most of this activity took place from the late 1980's through the

1990,s. Grazing aitiuities are prevalent, with the bulk of the

activities concentrating in the riparian areas'

Fire History / Ecology

stands within the project area fall into fire groups 4, 5 and 6

(Fischer and Clayion 1983) and have mean fire intervals ranging

iromZto25 yeais on dry sites to about 40 years on cooler sites'

Fuel loadings can v"ry dr"tatically within these fire groups (-4-25

tons per 
""ie, 

Fischei and Clayton 1983), which likely resulted in

nistoiic fire intensities that ranged from low intensity ground fireslo
intense, mixed-severity eventsllosensky 1997). Forest conditions

within the project areatend to be cool and dry, typically resulting in.

lower fuel ioadings (i.e., <20 tons/acre). The presence of scattered

old, open-grown bouglas-fir were likely the result of frequent fires

burning atlower intenlities on gentle slopes (Losensky 1997)' The

abundince of old trees with fire scars on southerly slopes indicate

that much of the project area was likely influenced by relatively

frequent fire events. Thus, the presence and absence of forest

,nd'gt"ttland patches would have been dynamic, shifting through

time.-Periodicaily, .sites where conifers presently occur would have

appeared more as grassland than forest. surviving individual trees

and clumps of treeJ in cool areas and gentle ridge tops served as

3.
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seed sources that would have promoted the periodic regeneration
of trees that may or may not have survived subsequent fire events.

Historic fire events likely contributed to a naturally fragmented
patchy distribution of forest stands at the landscape scale.

lnsect and Disease

Currently the forested acres within the project area do not display

any serious insect or disease problems. However, high stand

dehsities, multi-storied stand structure, and climax host species are

present and elevate the risk of insect and disease outbreak.

Successional Stages

Within climatic sections of Montana, Losensky (1997) estimated

the age structure of each forest cover type that may have existed in

1900-by backdating inventory data. The project area falls under
Losensky's (1997) climatic section 13 (Section M332E), which

encompasses the southwest corner of Montana and the upper

Salmon and Lemhi drainages of ldaho, and includes Beaverhead

and Madison Counties.

In this climatic section, forested cover types were historically found

on about 39% of the area, with the remainder being grassland and

shrubland. At the turn of the centur\, 1Oo/o of the timber in the

climatic section and 19% of the Beaverhead and Madison County

timber was old forest >150 years old.

Current forest inventory data on State lands in the Beaverhead and

Madison counties can be used to compare the current age

structure of each forest cover type to Losensky's evaluation of
conditions that existed in 1900. We do not have a complete stand

level inventory of all the forested State lands in Beaverhead or

Madison County. An estimate of age structure is available on

approximately 67% of the forested State lands. However, the data

available is on the majority of lands that have potential for timber
harvest activity and therefore would tend to represent stands that
have had human disturbance during the last century and

consequently younger age classes are likely represented. Table lll
-1 dispiays Losensky's estimate and the current inventory estimate

5.
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of age structure on the forested State land in the Beaverhead and

Madison Counties. Comparison of the data in this table indicates

the current age structure of the forested State lands is substantially

older than would be expected from Losensky's data' Currently

approximately 59% of the forested stands on state lands are

greater than i 00 years of age. Also, there is currently a greater

than expected peicentage (ggy") of old stands on State land when

compared to the historiCestimate of 19% on all lands in 1900.

High representation of old stands is consistent with the belief that

modern fire suppression policies have limited the natural

disturbance roie played by fire in this region and that human

caused disturbancei have not approached historic levels of

disturbance.

TABLE tll - 1: Percentage of area by cover type and age class for Beaverhead and

Madison Counties. Historic figures are from Losensky (1997) and represent an

estimate of conditions that existed in the year 1900 in Beaverhead and Madison

Counties. Current figures are extrapolated from the DNRC inventory, which consists of

stand data collectedlrom 670/o of the estimated forest area on state land in Beaverhead

and Madison Counties.

COVER TYPE

(STAND AGE
IN YEARS)

NON-STOCKED
&

SEEDLING/
SAPLING

(0-40)

POLE

(41-100)

MATURB

(101-os)

OLD
STANDS

(os)'

DOUGI,AS_FIR HISTORIC 33o/o 28% r3% 26%

CURRENT 6% 26% 2t% 47%

SPRUCE-FIR HISTORIC 4Vo 4loh 22% 33%

CURRENT ao/L/O 3\Vo 23Yo 37%

LODGSPOLE
HISTORIC s0% 4r% 8% lYo

CURRENT 22% 39% t6% 23%

AVERAGE
OF

F'OREST

HISTORIC 3s% 34% r3% r9%

CURRENT 1IYo 3l%o 2004 39%

t 
-Stands composed primarily of trees > 150 years of age'

ZJ
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Old Growth

The state Forest Land Management Plan (SFLMP) states that

DNRC would seek to maintain or restore old growth forest in

amounts of at least half the average proportions that would be

expected to occur with natural processes on similar sites' ln the

$FLMP, DNRC conceptually defines old grovrrth as: forest areas

that are in the later stages of stand development. Old-grovrrth

forests are generally dominated by relatively large old trees,

contain wide variation in tree sizes, exhibit some degree of multi-

storied structure, have signs of decadence Such as rot and spike-

topped trees, and contain standing snags and large down logs'

DNRC has adopted old growth definitions described in "Old Growth

Forest Types of the Northern Region" (Green, et al', 1992)'

Passage of s8354 has brought into question the sFLMP

commitment to retain old growth. Ongoing development of rules

under the Montana Administrative Procedures Act will address

retention of old groMh on State trust lands'

Old growth stands >5 acres do not occur within the project area

but dccasional old relics and clumps of old Douglas-fir and

lodgepole pine can be found. These trees typically occur on ridge

topi or other protected areas where intense fires were uncommon'

Fire frequencies and intensities on forested sites within the project

area apparently did not allow the development of extensive old

growtl't development during the last two centuries'

Noxious Weeds

currently there has been no noxious weed infestations detected on

the State tract.

Transportation/Roads

The Gravelly Range has a long history of mining, which has left a

network of otO ax+ leep trails and two track roads across the

landscape. Most of these roads are open or have seasonal

restrictions placed on them. Roads on the private ownerships are

not maintained for public use, and in some cases are closed to

travel by locked gaies. Approximately 1.7 miles of existing road on

7.

8.
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the state ownership is open with the remaining closed to the
public.

Maintained system roads that are open to the public are under the
jurisdiction of the BLM and Madison County. These roads would
'be 

identified as the Barton Gulch, Browns Gulch and Alder/Hungry

Hollow roads. No system roads exist on the state ownership.

Based on a Watershed Analysis Area of 22,235 acres, the

estimated current road density is 1.48 miles per square mile.

Recreation

Persons holding a valid State Recreational Use License may hunt

and conduct other recreational activities on the State tract' Public

access is provided by crossing the adjoining BLM ownership.

Grazing

Historically the State tract has been leased for grazing. The entire

640 acres is currently leased for 74 Animal Unit Months (AUM's).

Annual income from the grazing license is $408'48'

Mining

Past and present mining activities have occurred on a limited basis

within the State tract. Currently two land use licenses provide for

non-mechanized prospecting activities. Annual income from the

licenses is $3,840.00.

Cultural Resources

A field review was conducted in July of 1999 by the DNRC

archaeologist to inventory cultural resources on the proposed

project arJa. No cultural resources were found that would be

impacteO by the project and no additional archaeological
investigative work was recommended.

10.

11.

12.
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13. Aesthetics

The remote location of the proposed project area is not visible to

any populated areas -

Economics

Revenue producing activities associated with this tract are grazing,

non-mecfianized piospecting and recreational licenses, which

currently produce an estima[ed annual gross revenue of $4,277 '76'

Annually the DNRC analyzes the total Gosts, including general

adminisiration, of the tim-ber sale program by land office and

statewide. The following table displays the revenue-to-cost ratios

for the state and Central Land Office. The revenue-to-cost ratios

are a measure of economic efficiency. A ratio value less than 1'0

means that the costs are higher than revenues (deficit)' A ratio

greater than 1.0 means revenues are higher than costs (profit)' A

ratio equaling 1.0 means that cost equal revenues'

14.

TABLE lll -2: Revenue-to-cost Ratios state-wide and for the central Land office'

15. Landscape AnalYsis Areas

Three analysis areas were developed to assist in the process of

evaluating ihe Oifferent resources and features in the vicinity of the

proposed-project area (see TABLE lll - 4). A Watershed Analysis

Area consisting of 22,2i35 acres was delineated for the analysis of

potential wateihed impacts. The Wildlife Analysis Area consisting

of 5,760 acres, developed from the core block of sections

surrounding the proleit area. The third area is the State section

where the froject is proposed. The following data summary tables

shows the overall statisiics associated with each analysis area'
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o
TABLE lll - 3: Watershed Analysis Area By Ownership'

Acres o/" of Ownershio

Private 10.935 49%

BLM 9.320 42o/o

USFS 1.030 Sa/o

State of Montana 890 4%
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2. Regulatory Framework:

This portion of the Missouri River basin, including the Ruby River

drainage, is classified B-1 in the Montana Water Quality Standards'

WaterJ classified B-1 are suitable for drinking, culinary and food
processing purposes after conventional treatment; bathing, swimming and

recreationl growth and propagation of salmonoid fishes and associated

aquatic wiidtife, waterfowl and furbearers; and agricultural and industrial

water supply. $t"t" water quality regulations prohibit any increase !n _

sediment above naturally oc"urring concentrations in waters classified B-

1 (ARM 16.20.618 2(f)).

Naturally occurring means conditions or materials present from runoff or

percolation over wnicn man has no control or from developed land where

all reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices have been

applied. Reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices include

methods, measures or practices that protect present and reasonably

anticipated beneficial uses. The state of Montana has adopted Forestry

Best Management Practices (BMP's) through its Non-point Source

Managem"-nt pl"n as the principal means of meeting Water Quality

Standards.

Existing beneficial uses within the analysis area of the proposed sale area

contairiwater rights for groundwater sources including stock, wildlife and

wetlands, domeitic, mining, commercial and fire protection uses' Surface

water Sources include: stoLk, irrigation, fire protection, recreation, new

sprinkler irrigation and mining us-es. There are no sensitive beneficial

uSeS in the sale area, however, downstream Sensitive beneficial uses

within the analysis area include aquatic life support, cold water fisheries

and surface domestic uses.

Browns Gulch is a tributary to Alder Gulch. Adler Gulch (MT41C0_0_2--4)'is

listed as a water quatity limited water body (as per the year 2000 303(d)

list). Probable cause of impairment is copper, lead,. mercury, metals, fish

habitat degradation, riparian degradation, and other habitat alterations.
probable sources 

"r" 
iist"O as being resource extraction (placer mining,

abandoned mining, acid mine drainage) and contaminated sediments'

The 303(d) list is iompiled by the Montana Department of Environmental

Quality (bEO) as required by Section 303(d) of t!9 Federal Clean Water

Act and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Water Quality
Planning and Management Regulations (40 CFR, Part 130)' Under these

laws, OfQ is requir6d to identiiy water bodies that do not fully meet water

quatity standards, or where beneficial uses are threatened or impaired'

These water bodies are then characterized as "water quality limited" and
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thus targeted for Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) development' The

TMDL process is used to determine the total allowable amount of
pollutants in a water body or watershed. Each contributing source is

allocated a portion of theallowable limit. These allocations are designed

to achieve water quality standards.

The Montana Water Quality Act (MCA 75-5-701-705) also directs the

DEQ to assess the quality of state waters, ensure that sufficient and

credible data exists io support a 303(d) listing and to develop TMDL's for

those waters identified as threatened or impaired. Under the Montana

TMDL Law; new or expanded nonpoint source activities affecting a listed

water body may commence and continue provided they are conducted in

accordance with all reasonable land, soil and water conservation
practices. Total Maximum Daily Loads have not been completed for any

bt tn" drainages in the project irea. DNRC will comply with the L.aw and

interim guidance developed by DEQ through implementation of all

reasonable soil and water conservation practices, including Best

Management practices and Resource Management Standards as directed

under the State Forest Land Management Plan'

A recent federal court decision has directed Montana DEQ to develop

TMDL's for all streams on the 1996 303 (d) list. Alder creek is also on

the 1996 303 (d) list, however the probable causes and sources are

different that those listed for the 2000 list.

The causes of impairment in Alder Creek, according to the 1993 303 (d)

list, are other habitat alterations and siltation with the probable sources

being agriculture, channelization, dredge mining, flow
t"g, t"tion/mod ification, natura I sources, and resource extraction'

Aciording to this r"poti, Alder Gulch is partially supporting its aquatic life

support and cold water fishery beneficial uses, while drinking water

supply and recreation are threatened. Alder Gulch is currently listed as'a

low priority for TMDL development.

The Montana Streamside Management Zone Law (MCA 77-5-301) and

Rules regulate timber harvest activities that occur adjacent to streams,

lakes and other bodies of water. This law prohibits or restricts timber

harvest and associated activities within a predetermined (SMZ) buffer on

either side of the stream. The width of this buffer varies from 50-100 feet'

depending on the steepness of the slope and the class of the stream'

The Montana Stream Protection Act (MCA 87-5-501) regulates activities

conducted by government agencies that may affect the bed or banks of

any stream in Montana. Thiilaw provides a mechanism to require
{a
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implementation of BMP's in association with stream bank and channel

modifications carried out by governmental entities. Agencies are 99.t1t1ed
to notify the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MDFWP) of

any co;struction projects that may modify the natural existing conditions

of any stream.

3. Water Quality;

The proposed access route (Barton Gulch) contains approximately 8'5

miles of BLM system road. The first five miles of road have been

upgraded in conjunction with recent timber sales but the remaining three

miles do not meet current BMP standards. Poor road system design and

location have resulted in Barton Gulch being impacted by accelerated

rates of sedimentation.

The existing roads will continue to be a potential source of impacts to

downstream water quality and beneficial uses unless remedial action and

mitigation measures are undertaken.

4. Cumulative Watershed Effects;

Past and ongoing management activities in the four watersheds
presented eidiei in this document include mining, timber harvest,

grazing, fire suppression and road construction. Timber harvest activities

have been minimal over the past 15 years, constituting approximately
1,458 acres.

A cumulative watershed effects (CWE) analysis for the proposed sale

area was completed by DNRC to determine the existing conditions of the

affected watershed and the potentialfor cumulative effects due to

increased water and sediment yields. All four watersheds were chosen 
-as

individual analysis boundaries. This analysis area was selected because

it was determined to be the most appropriate scale to detect potential

effects. A summary of recent research suggests detection of hydrologic

cumulative effects lhould focus on third-to fourth-order basins (NCASI'

l eee).

The CWE analysis was completed using a Level ll coarse filter screening

(outlined in SfLUp Watersl^red RMS # 7). The coarse filter approach

consisted of on-site evaluation, mapping the percent forested of the

watershed and documenting history of past timber management activities

through the use of maps, aerial photographs and h.arvest records' Field

reconnaissance and assessments were used to collect additional data
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and to verify information obtained through aerial photo and map

interpretation.

Existing cumulative watershed effects due to increases in water yield are

very un-likely in any of the watersheds due to the following reasons:

o Only a moderate amount of the watershed area has been harvested in

the past 15 years.
o The existing partially forested natural condition of each watershed'

Open, rang"e-tike watersheds evolved under conditions with less forest
crown and thus less evapotranspiration.

. Presently, there is likely more total forest cover in the watershed
followingj iorest encroaihment on rangeland and. fire suppression'

. Field eviluations found no evidence of channel instability or
alterations resulting from increases in peak flows'

A detailed water yield analysis was not completedJor the affected
watersheds due to the low potential for and lack of evidence of increased
water yield due to timber harvest activities.

Existing harvest levels are well below those normally associated with
detrimental water yield increases. lt is generally acce.pted that up to 20-
30% of the waters'hed area can be harvested before detectable increases
in peak flows occur (usFs, 1974). Table lll - 5 summarizes the existing
conditions of each watershed analyzed.

tr ill -5 ti srs

BROWNS GULCH PROPOSED TIMBER SALE
Watershed Existinq Conditions Analysis

Watershed Drainage
Pattern

Total
Acres

Existing
Road
Miles

Percent
Forested

Percent
Harvested

Barton
Gulch Perennial 8,750 11.3 630/o 7.9o/o

Browns
Grrleh Perennial 4.938 22.O 29o/o 1O.Oo/o

Davey
Creek Perennial 3.578 5.0 36% O.4o/o

Williams
Creek Perennial 4.969 13.0 41o/o 5 1o/o
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A DNRC Hydrologist evaluated all roads within the proposed sale a.rea'

Field evaluation indicates that past timber harvest activities within the

proposed sale watershed analysis area have resulted in impacts to water

quality. These impacts are limited to sediment delivery and surface

erosion and are restricted to stream crossings and isolated segments of

existing road.

5. Cold Water Fisheries:

An automated search for Browns Gulch, Davey Creek and Williams Creek

was completed using the Montana Rivers tnformation System (MRIS)

database. No survey data for these streams was found. Fisheries

surveys completed by the Montana Department of Fish wildlife and Parks

(MDFWP) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)for Barton Gulch

found brook trout and mottled sculpin (Kampwerth, 1995). No westslope

cutthroat trout were found along any of the reaches surveyed of the

watersheds draining the project area.

6. Geology and Terrain:

The sale area is located on gentle and some moderate slopes with

shallow to deep soils weathering from metamorphic igneous gneiss,.which

is more stable than granitics. There are no especially unusual or unique

geologic features in tne proposed harvest area. There are several small

flults 
-and 

bedrock mineralization zones where the rock is altered' Slopes

are generally stable due to the extensive area of shallow bedrock and

only-small, localized sites of marginal slope stability were observed within

the project area. Bedrock exposed on ridges is generally rippable and

material quality is good for road construction.

7. Soils:

Soil map units were taken from the Madison County Soil Survey and

modified based on field review. The sale area is located on moderate to

steep slopes with high rock fragment residual soils on the mountain

ridges. Mbderate to deep, stony and flaggy (flagstone) sandy loams soils

weathering from metamorphic gneiss bedrock occur on the mountain

sideslopeJ. Cold climate and dry summers limit moisture and affect tree

grovrth.

Primary soils on forested sites within the proposed harvest area are

shadow complex soils with a described slope range of 25-7oo/o supporting

lodgepole pine, subalpine fir and spruce. shadow very channery sandy

loams on forested sites typically have an inch of duff over very channery
5t
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sandy loam topsoil with coarse textured subsoils of extremely channery

and stony loams of shallow to moderate depth. Rock outcrops occur on

ridges and convex slopes and can limit equipment operations. Slopes up

to 45%, are suitable to tractor yarding harvest methods. These soils are

droughty and subject to erosion where disturbed. Erosion can be

controll;d Oy institling adequate drainage and grass seeding of trails
where needed. Leaving slash can provide shade to enhance survival of
seedlings.

Steeper, south slopes are Rochester stony loam-Rock outcrop complex

on 45-70o/o slopes supporting Douglas-fir, limber pine, juniper and

bunchgrass. These steeper slopes have high ratings for potential erosion

and diiplacement. These risks can be mitigated by use of cable yarding

harvest methods. These soils have a long season of use and material
quality is good for road construction but can be slow to revegetate unless

seeded promptly.

Soils dry out rapidly after snowmelt in most proposed harvest units and

allow adequate season of use from about July through fall. Harvest

operations and road use should be limited to dry, frozen or Snow covered

conditions. Erosion can be controlled with standard drainage in skid trails

where needed.

There are extensive old trails and 4 wheel drive roads on the State tract
associated with past mining activities. Flatter road grades are fairly well-
drained and show minimal erosion due to the gravelly, high coarse
fragment content soils. Some segments of road are on suitable grades

and can be reconstructed. but most of the old roads are narrow, too steep
and eroding.

Big Game Winter Range, EIk Security and Vulnerability

1. Big Game Winter Range:

This State of Montana section maintains cover usable by elk in winter.
Densely stocked thickets of conifer regeneration and overstocked mature
stands provide good thermal protection for elk, which can reduce energy
expenditures and stress associated with cold temperatures. Areas in the
section with densely stocked mature trees are also important for snow
interception, which makes travel and foraging less stressful for elk during
periods when snow is deep. Dense stands are currently somewhat
connected and provide for animal movements across the section during
adverse weather conditions. Patches of isolated forest can offer hiding
cover and sheltered bedding lites for elk that utilize nearby grasslands for

JU
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foraging. This parcel receives some winter use by bulls but greatest use

likely occurs during mild winters.

A winter range map (1996 DFWP data) was examined for the northerly
portion of th; Gravelly Range. This map indicates the project ar.ea is..

situated between two identiiied wintering areas occurring 3-4 miles distant

to the east and west.

Section 16 is considered usable as winter range for elk, especially during

mild winters, but is not necessarily "key" winter range (i'e., wintering

areas that provide for relatively large groups of animals year after year, or

are believed to provide critical cover during extreme weather events)'
DNRC is not aware of any winter range that would be considered "key"

that lies adjacent or within 3-4 miles of the project area'

2. Elk Security and Vulnerability in the Gravelly Range:

The Gravelly Range is an isolated range that occurs in southwest

Montana. The northern-most point of the Gravelly Range lies aboul 3-4

miles south of Virginia City, Montana. This area is part of the DFWP

Gravely Elk ManJgemeniUnit (EMU) and includes Hunting District 330,

which occupies - SZO square miles of the EMU (DFWP 1992). Habitats

found within Hunting District 330 range from grassland-sagebrush along

foothills at lower elevations (-6,000 feet) to those at the highest

elevations (up to -9,500 feet) characterized by rocks, scree, whitebark
pine and subalpine fir. Mature Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine forests

dominate vegetation communities found at mid-elevations.

Bull elk vulnerability and potential reductions in hunter opportunity are a

primary concern expressed by DFWP in this hunting district and the

brau"tty EMU. Achieving this goal can be hampered when available
cover ai tne landscape level is reduced appreciably through timber
harvest activities, road management, or natural disturbances, such as

large scale stand-replacement wildfires. Three-year first-week bull harvest

avJr"ges for Hunting District 330 calculated for 1995, 1999 and 2000

have been aI -460/o; above the upper limit (45%) for DFWP bull carryover

objective (B. Brannon, DFWP, pers. correspondence 1lO8lO2). Three-
ye-ar first-week bull harvest averages for the Gravellys EMU calculated for

i gg5, 1999 and 2000 ere 54o/o, 52% and 51% respectively; also above

the upper limit (45%) for DFWP bull carryover objective. Data are not

available for 1996, lggT , or 1998. High bull harvest during the first week

of the hunting season results in lower numbers of bulls "available" to

hunters for harvest for the remainder of the general 6-week hunting
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season.

While existing cover is present that is important for minimizing stress and

disturbance to elk during the general season, the presence of the nearby

potentially active mines-on se;. 9, 1O and 15, open roads in sec' 15, and

ine OryOen 4WD trail in DNRC Sec. 16, likely reduce the effectiveness of

existing cover patches in the vicinity to provide elk security. Human

activity levels associated with mines would be expected to potentially

influence elk use of this area.

The majority of cover within the state tract occurs at elevations >7,800

feet. poteniiat cover would likely be unavailable for elk during periods

when snow conditions are deep. However, cover at higher elevations
probably would be available for use by bulls during lhe first week of the

general-big game season during most years. Secur.ity cover at lower

6levations-iJti1ety very important for minimizing bull elk vulnerability

under the broad range of weather conditions that can occur in the

Gravelly Range during the fall.

Existing forested acres within the wildlife analysis area were estimated at

-3,957. Approximately 619 acres of additional forest were harvested

between 1985 and ZOfil. These 619 acres are presently non-forested,

sparsely forested or young conifer regeneration. T9n" of the acres

harvested between 1985 ind 2001 aie considered to provide secure elk

cover at present.

Existing Condition and Value of the Project Area for Elk Security:

Approximately 24O acres of dense forest habitat currently occurs in the

pio;ect area, which provides high quality hiding cover and escape cover.

Moberate to high quality hiding cover is also present within about 205

acres of open-grown, mature forest that occurs on the parcel' About ..- .

2,322acres of dense mature forest occurs within the 5,760-acre wildlife

analysis area, where average patch size is about 71 acres (range -14to
187 acres).

Historic fire events likely contributed to a naturally fragmented patchy

distribution of forest stahds at the landscape scale. Past logging and

mining activity within the project area and wildlife analysis areattave
contributed to the existing patchy distribution of dense, mature forest

habitat. Existing forest cover exhibits a moderate level of habitat

connectivity across multiple networks of moderate to densely forested

stringers anO haOitat patches. No known wildlife corridors of notable

importance occur within the project or analysis area'
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The following terminology is used to describe elk habitat values in the

context of th; project area and is consistent with Lyon and Christensen
(1ee2)

Security - The protection inherent in any situation that allows elk to

remain in a defined area despite an increase in stress or disturbance

associated with the hunting season or other human activities-

Hiding cover (functional def.) - Hiding cover allows elk to use

areas for bedding, foiaging, thermal relief, wallowing, and other functions
year-round. Hiding covLr hay contribute to security at any time, but it

does not necessarily provide security during the hunting season.

Elk Vulnerability - A measure of elk susceptibility to being killed

during the hunting season.

Criteria for security cover developed for forests in western Montana by

Hillis et al. (1991) iequires a minimum of 25O acres of mature timber

(contiguous and non-linear) that is>1t2 mile from an open road during

hunting season. Due to the existing number of open roads and motorized

trails in the wildlife analysis area and project area, dense forest patches

of size that would meet the Hillis et al. (1991 ) definition of security cover

do not occur in the project area and are limited in number in the wildlife

analysis area. However, the forested patches in the project area.have

value for hiding cover, which can serve to lower bull elk vulnerability.

Retaining the greatest amounts of dense forest cover possible would

pose thJleastiisk of increasing elk vulnerability from present levels'

The greater numbers of elk that use a particular area, the more important

covei patches are as they serve to reduce vulnerability of a greater

portion of animals. The ipecific annual home range and the seasons and

amount of time elk typically use the project area are not known.
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Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species

1. Fine Filter Wildlife lssues

A fine filter analysis was conducted on the project proposal area for the

following species

Threatenecl ancl Fndangerecl Sfree'ies' bald eagle, gray wolf' lynx

and grizzlY gear.

t-lNRC Sensitive Sfrecies' flammulated owl, boreal owl, black-

backed woodpecker, pileated woodpecker, northern bog lemming,

harlequin duck, ferruginous hawk, mountain plover, peregrine

falcon and Townsend's big-eared bat'

Flammulated owls, Ferruginous hawks and Black-Backed woodpeckers

have been documenteO witnin the latilong (L38) that encompasses the

project area but it is unknown if they inhabit the project area.

There is no documented use within the proposed project area for any of

the remaining species. However there is potential for future, occasional,

or incidental"use by gray wolf , grizzly beai, Townsend's biqgLed bat and

lynx. A summary of in"'"n"lysi-s can be found in Chapter lV "Checklist

For Endangerec, Threatened ano sensitive species central Land office"

2. Ptant Species of Special Concern:

A search of the MNHP database was conducted using the 7'5 Minute

Quadrangle Distribution Search. Two species of special concgrn have

been recorded within the Cirque Lake quadrangle area, which includes

the project area,with one occurrence each. The two species recorded

were ldaho sedge (carex idahoa) and cut-Leaf Balsam-Root

(Balsamorhiza macroPhYl la).

No plant species of special concern have been observed during general

surveys within the State tract.
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CHAPTER IV - ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter will describe the probable effects of the various aspects of

the affecied environment as presented in Chapter lll'

BACKGROUND

1. Forest Vegetation

The No Action alternative would leave all vegetation undisturbed.

The Action alternative of harvesting 60 acres would alter 13.5% of

the forested acres on the state tract. The new road construction

associated with the action alternative would adjust this figure to

14.5%. Based on the total area of the section, the proposed

alternative would alter the vegetation on an estimated 10% of the

area. The few old scattered trees and clumps along the ridge tops

would be retained. The areas affected would be harvested in a

manner to regene rate a younger, healthy stand within 1o-2o years'

2. Cumulative lmPacts

There has not been any harvest activities within the state of

Montana ownership thit would change or convert cover types to

another classification-

To evaluate the cumulative impact of the proposed timber harvest

on the State of Montana ownership, Losensky's data summaries for

the Beaverhead and Madison Counties was compared with the

inventory of state forested lands and anticipated changes under

the Action alternative. The 60 acre Action alternative would move

approximately 1% of the 101-150 age class cover types to the non-

stocked\seed-ling age class. The data comparison also indicates

that for either aliernative, the forested stands for all cover types on

the state land post-harvest would remain older than anticipated.

About 1,458 acres of additional forest were harvested between

1985 and 2001 . Following the proposed harvest, the remaining

acres of forest would be reduced to -10,094 acres (45o/o\ and total

A.

B.
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acres harvested would be increased to -1,518 acres (6'8%) in the

analysis area.

Fire History / EcologY

The No Action alternative would result in no appreciable change in

the forest cover types or stand structures in the near term' Current

successional patierns would continue. The stands would continue

to be dominated by Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine, with a gradual

trend to increase t-he nrmber of more shade tolerant species, such

as subalpine fir and spruce, in the understory. Tree mortality from

potential insect and disease infestations would contribute to site

iactors that would be conducive to stand replacement fires' Such

an event would likely revert the forest stands back to a grassland-

sage cover type with a few scattered old remnant trees that would

haie survived due to micro-site conditions or location.

The Action alternative would not change the classification of forest

,yp"t within the State of Montana section. Harvest treatments for

units C1 and C2 would be selection harvests focusing on leaving

approximately 25 to 30% of the stand as individual seed trees or

small clumpsof trees. Unit T1 would be an eight-acre clearcut

harvest and unit T2 would have small clearcuts interspersed with

residual clumps of submerchantable trees and individual seed

trees. These treatments scattered across a landscape would

emulate natural small-scale disturbance events' Harvest

treatments would reduce the likelihood of stand replacement

events from occurring by reducing stand susceptibility to insect and

disease infestationt inO reducing fuel loads of the treated stands'

Minor cumulative effects of shiftJin age class distribution would be

expected at the watershed level. The shifts would be towards age

classes rnore typical of historic conditions'

lnsect and Disease

Under the No Action alternative all stands would be susceptible to

Western Spruce budworm, Douglas-fir beetle or dwarf mistletoe

infestations due to overstocked and/or multi-story conditions'

The Action alternative would reduce the potential of infestation in

the harvested units with post treatment stands being less

susceptible since primarily healthy, open stands would remain'

4.
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open stands where tree growth and vigor is encouraged and a

variety of age classes are developed are more resistant to spruce

budworm infestations (Carlson et al. 1983)'

Successional Stages

The No Action alternative would result in continued succession

toward a climax vegetation condition unless fire or other

disturbance intervened to move succession back to the non-

stocked and seedling/sapling stage.

The Action alternative would essentially convert 60 acres of

Douglas-fir and subalpine fir/lodgepole, distributed over 4 units, to

a non-stocked/seedling stage.

Old Growth

since no old groMh stands occur within the proposed project area,

there would be no effects on old growth. Relics, snags and coarse

woody debris, which are important attributes associated with old

grovut-h and future development of old growth, would be retained

where they don't present safety hazards'

Noxious Weeds

Under the No Action alternative, noxious weeds may become

established on 4 wheel drive roads and onto dry vegetation sites

by vehicle or animal use, depending on the weed control efforts of

the grazing lessee.

The Action alternative would involve ground-disturbing activities '
that have the potential to introduce or spread noxious weeds in

susceptible habitat types. An Integrated Weed.Management
(lwMi approach, combined with prevention and revegetationjs
considered the most effective weed management treatment' To re-

duce the possible introduction and spread of weeds associated

with this project; mitigation measures to address the management

of weeds are includ"i in Chapter ll - C.1. "Mitigation Measures For

Action Alternative".

6.

7.
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Transportation/Roads

Under the No Action alternative, road densities for the analysis

areas would remain at 1.48 miles per square mile'

The implementation of the Action alternative would increase the

road density to 1.54 miles per square mile (based on watershed

analysis area).

Recreation

since non-motorized recreational activities are allowed on the

Si;6 of Montana tract and public access is provided either by

crossing the adjoining BLM or private ownership' the proposed

Action ilternative *oittO not afiect the recreational status of the

section.

Grazing

The Action alternative would not affect the grazing lease that is

currently established on the State tract'

Mining

The Action alternative would not affect the prospecting leases that

are currently established on the State tract'

Cultural Resources

since no cultural resource sites will be impacted and no additional

investigativeworkisrecommendedtherewou|dbenoeffects

"rp""t6d 
from the initiation of the Action alternative as proposed'

Aesthetics

Sincetheremote|ocationoftheproposedprojec.tisnotvisibleto
anypopulatedarea,theinitiationoftheActionalternativewou|d
not affect the visual qualitY.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.
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Economics

Economic AssumPtions:

a) costs and revenues are estimates intended for relative

comparison of alternatives. They are not intended to be used

as absolute estimates of return.

b) The estimated stumpage value equals the delivered log prices

minus costs and an'arnount for profit and risk' Costs include

logging costs, haul costs, forest improvement (Fl) fees'

development costs, and other costs (e.g., road maintenance).

Profit and risk is the return to timber buyer that accounts for

actual time and effort, some profit for entrepreneurial spirit, and

something to cover the expected losses on an occasional sale

that is not Profitable.

$ 460.00Delivered Log Prices
$ 184.88*Logging Cost $/MBF
$ 83.75Haul Cost $/MBF

Development Cost $/MBF

Profit & Risk (5% of Delivered
Log Prices)

$ 92.76*Estimated StumPage $/MBF

*Cost based on weighted average of tractor and cable harvest volumes and mobilization costs'

-These estimates of stumpage values assume that the new road construction on the BLM

rr"i!J]lrinii is not required, the estimated stumpage would equal

c) The estimated gross revenue to the trust is calculated by

multiplying the 6stimated stumpage price by the estimated

volume. The state also collects money for Forest lmprovement

(Fl). The estimated total collected Fl equals the Fl fee rate

rrltipti"O by the estimated volume' The following table

displays the estimated revenue to the state from this proposed

sale.
a'7
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TABLE lV - 2 Estimated Gross Revenue to the Trust and Total Collected Forest

These estimates of gross revenue to the trust assume that the new road construction on the BLM ground
-r at  6At

Table lV - 3: Analysis Areas Data Summary of Affects

Total Forested
Area
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Water Quality, WaterYield and Soils

1. Effects to Water QualitY:

Harvest units can directly impact water quality if not properly located or

buffered. The risk of impacts is greatest along streams, wetlands and

lakes. The Streamside Management Zone (SMZ ) Law regulates forest

management activities that occur adjacent to streams, lakes or other

bodies of water.

Under the No Action Alternative, existing substandard roads with

inadequate surface drainage and buffer zones may continue to impact

water quality and downstream beneficial uses unless mitigation and

remedial actions are undertaken.

Under the Action Alternative, proposed harvest activities are expected to

have minimal impacts to the sMZ, provided all requirements of the law

are met.

Portions of the sale area are drained by ephemeral draws, swales and

wet areas that lack discernable stream channels. Equipment restrictions

and designated crossings would minimize impacts and help protect all wet

areas and ePhemeral draws.

All new roads constructed on BLM ownership would be recontoured and

seeded. Extent and timing of this obliteration would be based on the

conditions of the access permit. Table lV - 4 summarizes the proposed

activities of the Action alternative.

BROWNS GULCH PROPOSED TIMBER SALE
Prooosed Activities

Alternative
Proposed

J{qnraef Acrac
Total Road

Fleconstruction
Total New Road

tiansf ruction
Temp. Road

Construction*

-

IAction | 60

.All temporary roads wi

t1 0.2

be recontuored and seeded at the end of the sale

L'Y
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The proposed new road construction is considered to have minimal risk to

water quality and beneficial uses, provided site-specific design and

mitigation measures are met. Otherwise, the risk of adverse impacts and

inoplerable conditions may occur. Proper application of BMP'S and site-

specific design and mitigition measures would reduce erosion and

potential water quality impacts to an acceptable level as defined by the

water quality standards. Acceptable levels are defined under the

Montana water Quality standards as those conditions occurring where all

reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices have been

applied.

some shortterm impacts to water quatity may occur due to sediment

induced at stream crossing ephemeral draw bottoms during or shortly

after new road constructioir activities. Risk of impacts occurring during

new stream crossing installations would be minimized provided 9it9
specific design recJmmendations from DNRC Hydrologist, Soil Scientist

and MDFWP Fisheries Biologist are met. All stream crossing sites are

subject to approval from MDFWP through the 124 permitting process

reqiired under the Montana Stream Protection Act'

Approximately 4 miles of existing low standard road under BLM

lurisOiction provide partial acceJs to the proposed project a9a.lhe
recommended improvements to these road segments from DNRC

Hydrologist and Soil Scientist are expected to minimize impacts during

tne propised activities as well as reduce long-term sediment erosion and

delivery.

2. Cumulative Watershed Effects:

The No Action alternative would not contribute to cumulative watershed .

effects.

For the Action Alternative, results from the cumulative effects analysis

show that projected harvest levels are below those levels normally

associated with detrimental water yield increases and channel impacts'

The proposed harvest comprises O.gyo of the total watershed analysis

"r"", 
increasing the total cumulative harvested area to approximately

6.9%. lt is unlikely that this level of harvest would contribute to detectable

increases in watei yield or have any measurable influence on downstream

channel conditions (USFS, 1974)'
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The proposed activities have the potential to increase sediment input into
the affected stream channels during the short-term. However,
recommended mitigation measures aimed at recontouring and seeding
new temporary roads, stabilizing existing roads, implementation of the
Watershed Resource Management Standards (RMS) outlined in the State
Forest Land Management Plan (SFLMP) and application of the SMZ Law

and Rules would minimize long-term sediment yield impacts. The results
of the analysis are summarized below in Table lV - 5.

There is little risk of cumulative watershed impacts occurring from this
sale proposal due to the following reasons:

The moderate level of existing development activity in the watershed
area.
The majority of the existing harvests are selective or partial crown
removal or have good regeneration established.
The low level of additional crown removal and potential water yield

increase that would be generated by the proposed actions.
Existing cumulative watershed impacts appear to be limited to
sedimentation resulting from poor road location and design, high run-
off or flood events and cattle grazing.
The proposed improvements to the existing road system on state land
will benefit long term water quality and watershed conditions'
The stands prescribed for treatment are overstocked stands due to fire
suppression and forest encroachment in rangeland.
All new road construction would be closed through recontouring and
seeding or slashed and seeded, depending on ownership'

3 Effects on Cold Water Fisheries:

The No Action alternative would continue to impact cold water fisheries
habitat through increased bank instability, erosion and sedimentation due
to the current grazing plan and substandard road systems.
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BROWNS GULCH PROPOSED TIMBER SALE
Crrrnrrlafive Fffer.-ts Analvsis (Watershed Analvsis Area)

Alternative
Gumulative

Harvest
faerael

Cumulative Harvest Gumulative
Fload Miles

Cumulative Road Miles
lFallaurina Raconforrrinol

Action 1 518 6.9o/o 53.4 53.2
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c. Water Quality, Water Yield, and Sor'rs

1. Watersheds:

The proposed sale area lies within one state section surrounded by BLM

and private land. Precipitation ranges from 18-30 inches annually' The

State tract is drained by four watersheds: Barton Gulch (8,750 ac),

williams creek (4,969 ac), Davey creek (3,578 ac) and Browns Gulch

(4,938 ac). All are third onOer tributaries, Class I perennial streams under

the Montana Streamside Management Zone (SMZ) Law and Rules and

contribute to the Ruby River Basin.

A DNRC Hydrologist evaluated all stream channels and ephemeral draw

bottoms Oriining [h" proposed sale area. The watershed analysis area

has been further divided into two unnamed tributaries of Barton Gulch and

one unnamed tributary of Williams Creek to facilitate hydrologic analysis

and cumulative waterihed effects assessment (see Map lll-3)' Each

unnamed tributary contributing surface flow is described below'

Tributary # 1: This is a class I perennial stream. The headwaters of this

tributarytonsist of seepy wet areas with several springs surfacing and

ultimately contributing flow to a single channel. The_remaining upper

reaches of this drainage feature contain ephemeral flow.

Tributary # 2: This is a class I perennial stream with several springs and

seeps surfacing along the adjacent draw features. The remaining upper

reaches of this drainage feature contain ephemeral flow.

Tributary # 3: This stream has segments of pe.rennial and intermittent -

surface fiow with the channel eventually becoming clearly defined, where

it becomes a Class ll stream. The remaining upper reaches of this

drainage feature contain ephemeral flow'
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MAP lll - 3
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o Chapter lV: Environmental Effects

The proposed activities have the potential to increase sediment input into

the affected stream channels during the short-term. However,

recommended mitigation measures aimed at recontouring and seeding
new temporary roads, stabilizing existing roads, and riparian tree

retention will minimize longterm impacts to water quality and fish habitat.

It is unlikely that the proposed actions will impact shade, temperature or
large woody debris recruitment of fisheries streams. No harvest activities
are proposed adjacent to any known fish bearing streams' No SMZ
harvest is proposed for this sale.

Best management practices, Fisheries and Watershed Resource
Management Standards outlined in the SFLMP and site specific design
recommendations of DNRC hydrologist and soil scientist would help

minimize the potential impacts of the proposed action on the cold water
fisheries in the affected streams.

Operations conducted near draw features or stream channels and on

steeper slopes have a higher risk of impacting water quality. Chapter ll -
C.1. "Mitigation Measures For Action Alternative" includes measures that
would help minimize risk of impacts during the proposed activities. These
mitigation measures are standard practices that may be applied to all
harvest activities associated with the proposed Browns Gulch Timber
Sale.

4. Effects on Soils

The No Action alternative would have some continued effects on soil re-
sources. Segments of the existing Browns Gulch road have sources of
sedimentation associated with inadequate road drainage and past high
flow events. Existing roads will continue to erode without maintenance..
Sedimentation is a soil-related effect, which is discussed in the hydrology
section.

For the Action alternative, the primary soil concerns are potential dis-
placement and erosion associated with road construction and harvest
operations. Potential site impacts are difficulty with regeneration, reduced
site productivity and increased runoff and erosion..Susceptibility to impact
varies with soils type, harvest method, type of equipment and season of
use.

An extensive field review was conducted across the project area. Most
sensitive soils are wet sites and steep slopes which will be avoided or

52



Chapter lV: Environmental Effects

protected through implementation of BMP'S and mitigation measures of
'Soil 

Scientist and Hydrologist to maintain productivity and protect soil and

water resources.

For the Action alternative, existing and new roads will have adequate
road drainage installed and new roads will be stabilized by grass seeding.
Road obliteration or physical closures will be utilized to prevent use by

vehicles on temporary roads on the State tract. The type and location of
road closures on access roads across adjacent ownerships will depend
on RAI/ permit requirements.

Cable harvesting will have negligible effects on soils. Tractor skidding

would be limited to acceptable slopes of less than 45o/o and skid trail
planning will further limit the area of disturbance and damage to the
residual stand and soils.

Cumulative effects to soil productivity:

Cumulative effects could occur from repeated entries into the harvest

area. There are some old harvest and skid trails in the proposed tractor
harvest units associated with past mining with little cumulative effects on

soils. A proportion of large woody debris will be retained to sustain
nutrient cycling and long term productivity.

Planned skidding and slash disposal mitigation measures would limit the
area impacted and therefore presents low risk of cumulative effects to
soils, assuming future stand entries would likely use existing trails and

landings.

Chapter ll - C.1. "Mitigation Measures For Action Alternative" includes
measures that would help minimize risk of impacts to soils during the
proposed activities. These mitigation measures are standard practices
that may be applied to all harvest activities associated with the proposed

Browns Gulch Timber Sale. Recommended site-specific, contract design

mitigation measures would be provided following the selection of an
alternative.
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ChaPter lV: Environmental Effects

Big Game Winter Range, EIk Security and vulnerability

1. Effects on Big Game Winter Range:

No Action Alternative:

Under this alternative cover in the State section would not be dramatically

altered over the short-term. Existing stands would continue to provide

good thermal cover for elk, which would provide the greatest benefit to

them in winter.

Action Alternative:

Under this alternative, -60 acres of cover would be removed, reducing

that which would be available to elk during winter. Approximately 2O4

acres of dense mature forest (-7Oo/o canopy closure) would remain

unharvested that would provide thermal protection and hiding cover in

winter and an additional 181 acres of open forest (-2}$9o/o canopy

closure) would remain untreated. Reducing -60 acres of cover would

represent a minor cumulative reduction within the wildlife analysis area-

Following treatment, approximately 2,285 acres (4oo/o) of dense, mature

forest aid 2,231 acres (9g7") of open forest would remain within the 5,760

acre analysis area (9 sections). The remaining 21o/o of the analysis area

is compriied of grassland habitats. Livestock grazing would continue on

the project area, however, no appreciable changes in livestock use or

Oistiibution would be anticipated. Any indirect or cumulative impacts to

elk that resulting from cover removal would be localized and minor and

would likely not-be detectable in the population at the Hunting District

level. Indiiect effects, such as disturbance and displacement as a result

of harvest activity would not be expected, as harvest operations would
generally be restricted to the summer and fall months.

2. Effects on Elk Security and Vulnerability

No Action Alternative:

Under this alternative, no immediate change from the present condition

would occur. Elk hiding cover and access would remain essentially

unchanged. Over time and in the absence of wildfires, conifer cover

would continue to expand into non-forested grasslands, further increasing

amounts of hiding cover and size of potential security blocks. Selection of
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ChaPter lV: Environmental Effects

this alternative would provide the lowest risk of increasing elk vulnerability

over the short term and over the long term (>2O years) in the absence of

wildfires and other natural disturbance agents. Subsequently, hunter

opportunity would have the least risk of being impacted under this

alternative.

Action Alternative:

Under the Action alternative, -60 acres of hiding and escape cover would

be removed within four treatment areas, reducing that which would be

available to elk during the general hunting season. In conjunction with

harvest activities, new roads and road segments would have key portions

obliterated and re-contoured to minimize the potentialfor increased

motorized access from existing levels. Approximately 204 acres of dense,

mature forest (-7Oo/o canopy closure) would remain unharvested that

would provide escape and screening cover, and an additional 181 acres

of open forest (-20-69% canopy closure) would remain untreated. These

patches would remain connected to other adjacent stands on BLM

ownership, thus maintaining greater effective size. Reducing -60 acres

of cover would represent a minor cumulative reduction within the wildlife

analysis area. However, minor proportional increases in elk vulnerability

could be expected (both localized and cumulative). This could result in a

minor adverse cumulative effect by increasing the difficulty that DFWP

would have in meeting their Elk Plan objective for maintaining 1st-week

bull harvest below 40-45% during the first week of the general big game

hunting season. Following treatment, approximately 2,285 acres (4Oo/o) ot

dense, mature forest and 2,231acres (39%) of open forest would remain

within the 5,760 acre wildlife analysis area. The remaining 21% of the

analysis area is comprised of grassland habitats. Livestock grazing

wouLd continue on tfie project area, however, no appreciable changes in

livestock use or distribution would be anticipated, nor would effects

related to elk security. Any indirect or cumulative impacts to elk that

resulting from cover removal associated with this proposal would be

minor, and would likely not be detectable in the population at the Hunting

District level. Any potential direct disturbance or displacement of elk
during hunting season would be minor and of short duration (i.e', one

operating season).

Quality of cover that would remain post-treatment across the 385 acres of

forested habitat in section 16 would be similar to that found within the

harvest units. Proposed treatments would be moderate to intensive, and

most would remove -760/o of the existing timber volume' Overstory

canopy closure would be removed by a similar amount. About 100% of
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Chapter lV: Environmental Effects

the existing volume would be removed in harvest unit T1, which would

resemble an eight-acre clearcut following treatment. Timbered stands

occurring on these and other similar sites were historically distributed in a

patchy, fragmented condition (Gruell 1983). No cover capable of

iunctioningas hiding cover would be retained within the units post-harvest

and cover would likely not be represented on these sites for -30 years.

The proposed harvest would result in loss of hiding cover important for
elk, which would result in a low increase in elk vulnerability in the

immediate area. Loss of hiding cover would be expected to result in

minor cumulative increases in vulnerability. Elk using the project area at

the time of road construction and active logging would be likely be

displaced to other habitats with less disturbance for the duration of the

activity.

Within the 22,235 acre watershed analysis area, road density is presently

- 1.48 miles per square mile. Road construction proposed would

increase road density to - 1.54 miles per square mile. Should roads be

obstructed and rendered unusable following use for harvest activities, the

functional road density would remain at about 1.48 miles per square mile.

Existing forested acres within the analysis area were estimated at

-10,1{4. About 1,458 acres of additional forest were harvested between

1985 and 2001 . Following the proposed harvest, the remaining acres of
forest would be reduced to -10,094 acres and total acres harvested

would be increased to -1,518 acres (6.3%) in the analysis area. None of

these acres would be considered to provide or contribute to secure elk

cover following harvest.

The proposed harvest would occur in stands from existing edges of three
relatively distinct forest patches. An increase in edge to patch area ratios

would occur, effectively creating some additional edge habitat' This

increase would be minor due to the size and location of the harvest in
relation to existing forested patches. No known wildlife corridors of
notable importance would be affected by the proposed activities.

3. Cumulative Effects:

Harvesting of timber has occurred on nearby BLM and private lands and

could continue into the future. The proposed State harvest would

contribute cumulatively to reductions of mature forest cover that have

occurred since -1985. While the harvested acreages proposed are

relatively small, they would cumulatively contribute to minor increases in

elk vulnerability, winter range effectiveness and fragmentation. Livestock
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grazing also occurs on section 16 and the surrounding parcels, however,

measurable adverse effects associated with timber management and

grazing in combination are not anticipated. Harvesting in section 16 in a

manner that emulates natural disturbance processes would be expected

to have a minor positive cumulative influence on ecosystem integrity on

these sites that were sparsely forested under natural disturbance
regimes. Minimal cumulative influences on access would be anticipated
following road obliteration efforts.

The access route to the proposed project area would require 2.1 miles of
new road construction. Open road densities are already high and cover
capable of providing security is minimal in this area. No treatments would
occur in stands within the State ownership that meet the Hillis et al.

(1991) definition of security cover. Consequently, security cover for elk
would not be affected measurably. The access route, if left open

following use, however, would increase elk vulnerability in the area. The
actual extent of increase is uncertain as many factors can influence
vulnerability (e.g. size, extent and juxtaposition of security areas and

migration corridors; type, structure, amount and density of vegetation;
road density; ease of human accessibility, hunting pressure, hunting

regulations, and hunter behavior, etc.) (DFWP 1992:8). Variations in
weather conditions from year to year can also influence elk vulnerability.
However, elk that might use this area would likely have a greater potential

for vulnerability if the route were to remain accessible. By implementing
mitigation efforts such as obliterating/recontouring the road surface,

scattering slash and seeding, motor vehicle and foot travel on this route
would dramatically decrease. An expected "no effect" post treatment can

result from such efforts if use of a newly constructed road is made as

difficult or more difficult to negotiate than adjacent unroaded areas.
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Chapter lV: Environmental Effects

E. Threatened,EndangeredandSensifiveSpecies

To display and address the issues of T & E and Sensitive Species the

following Fine Filter Wildlife Checklist for the Central Land Office is
presented.

CHECKLIST FOR ENDANGERED, THREATENED AND SENSITIVE SPEICES

CENTRAL LAND OFFICE

Threatened and Endangered Species [Y/\I] Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures

N: Not Present or No Impact is Likely to
Occur

v: Imnects Mav Occur (Extlain Below)

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
Habitat: late-successional forest <l mile from open

water

t Nl The nearest potential nesting and roosting

habitat occurs along the Ruby River and Ruby

Reservoir. which are located about 6 miles west of
the Browns Gulch parcel. No nesting habitat

occurs on, or within one mile of the project area,

and the project area likely occurs outside of any

bald eagle nesting home range. Thus, no direct,

indirect or cumulative effects to bald eagles
qcsncieted wifh this oroiect are anticipated-

Canada Lynx (Fe I i s lynx)
Habitat: mosaics-dense sapling and old forest
>5,000 ft. elev.

[Nl Suitable lyrx habitat is potentially present in

the Gravelly Mountains gNUf 2001). However,

habitats high in coarse woodY debris that are

preferred for denning and large acreages ofdense

conifer regeneration at high elevations that are

preferred for foraging are not present in the project

area. Within tlte cumulative effects analysis area,

lym habitat is marginal due to natural and human

induced fragmentation, and the high level of
interspersion ofnative grassland habitat and dry

forest types. Lynx could occasionally use the

project and analysis areas. However, due to the

small number of acres of subalpine fir type (28

acres) that would be treated and generally low

suitability of habitat in the cumulative effects

analysis alea, direct, indirect or cumtrlative impacts

to lynx would not be expected to occur as a result of
this nroiect-
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Chapter lV: Environmental Effects

Gizzly Bear ([/rsas arctos)

Habitat: recovery areas, security from human

activity

I Nl The project area lies outside of any gizzly
bear recovery area. Tlte nearest recovery area is the

Yellowstone Gizzly Bear Recovery Zone (USFWS

1993) situated approximately 35 miles southeast of
the project area. The project area is comprised of

dry forest and mixed forest-grassland habitats that

tend to be used by bears infrequently. Transient use

of the Gravellys occurs occasionally (R. Wiseman

USFS Bio. pers. comm. September 23, 1999), and'

27 bear observations occurring rvithin 20 miles of
the project area have been documented since May

1985 (USFS unpubl. data9129/99). No recent,

frequent sightings ofbears have been documented

for this area. Riparian habitats preferred by bears

occur in the cumulative effects area along Barton

Gulch (ust south of the Broqn's parcel). This

creek supports low levels ofhiding cover and major

portions are paralleled rvithin - 100 ft. by an open

ioad rendering the habitat poorly suited for use by

bears. No sightings have been documented within

these drainages since 1985 and human access levels

are presently high. Approximately 2 miles of nelv

road would be constructed to low standard- All
nerv roads would be blocked at suitable locations

following treatment to minimize the potential for

newly created access that could further reduce

existing levels of securiry'. Methods that would be

incorporated for blocking roads lvould include spot

obliteration and recontouring (i.e.' sections ofat
least 150 feet) at 4 locations. culvert removal at 3

locations and slash distribution at select sites on

the road surface. The potential for any measurable

increases in bear-human conflicts following harvest

and road construction activities under the Action

Alternative are expected to be low. Adversedirect,

indirect and cumulative impacts to bears as a result
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Gray Wolf (Canis lupus)
Habitat: ample big game pops., security from
human actMty

t Nl The project area falls uithin the Yellowstone

Nonessential Experimental Area for gray wolves.

Members of the Freezeout Pack may occasionally

use portions of the project area or cumulative

effects analysis area, holvever, the majority of
documented activity has occurred >5 miles to the

south (J. Fontaine, USFWS Biologist Pers. Comm.

ll3ll02). Due to the size and nature of the

proposed hawest, activities associated with this

proposal are not expected to effect wolves or

recovery efforts (J. Fontaine, USFWS Biologist

Pers. Comm. Il3l/02). Should a new den be

located within one mile of any proposed harvest

units, activities rvould cease and a DNRC Biologist

would be contacted immediately. Mitigations

would then be developed and implemented to

minimize adverse impacts to wolves prior to

DNRC Sensitive Species [YAI] Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures

N : Not Present or No Impact is Likely to

Occur
Y : Imnacts Mav Occur (Explalrl E€law)-

Flammulated Owl (Otus flammeolus)
Habitat: late-successional ponderosa pine and

Doug.-fir forest

[Yl Breeding flammulated orvls have been

documented within the latilong (L38) that the

project area lies within (Skaar 1996). Dry Douglas-

fir cover tlpes and stands containing old Douglas-

fir relics on southerly exposures occur in the project

area and cumulative effects analysis area that could

potentially be usable by flammulated owls.

However, usable existing snags are in relatively low

abundance (<llac) in stands occurring in the

project area. Within the cumulative effects a'nalysis

area on private and BLM lands, other potential

patches of habitat tend to be small (<100 acres) and

fragmented due to natural vegetation pafterns and

past logging and mining activity- About 32 acres

0f potentially suitable flammulated owl habitat

would be harvested under this proposal.

Approximately 80 acres of potential habitat would

remain untreated in the project area. Proposed

treatments in the potential habitat would likely
reduce the density of mature trees to levels not

preferred by flammulated owls. Thus, minor

adverse indirect and cumulative effects to

flammulated owls as a result of this project would
he anlicioated -..'-
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I Nl The parcel involved in this project maintains

elevations that range from about 7,700-8,500 feet'

which are within the elevational range frequently

used by boreal owls. Horvever, cool, structurally

diverse, spruce-fir habitats at latter stages of
development, which are preferred by boreal owls do

not occur within the project area. Dry Douglas-fir

and lodgepole stands found within the project area

are too warm and limited structurally to provide

adequate habitat for boreal owls. No direct,

indirect or cumulative impacts to boreal owls would

Boreal Owl (A e go li us fune reus)

Habitat: mature to late-successional forest >5,200

ft. elev.

[Nj Black-backed woodpeckers have been

documented within the latilong (L38) that

encompasses the project area (Skaar 1996), and are

known to occur in the Tobacco Root Mountains

(USFS 1999). Horvever, stands found within the

project area are not presently experiencing

substantial insect actil'iry*, and no recent burns (<5

years old) occur within the section or cumulative

effects analysis area. Thus, foraging and nesting

opportunities are presently limited' No direct'

indirect or cumulative effects to black-backed

rvoodpeckers would be expected to occur as a result

Black-Backed Woodpeck er (P i co i de s arc ti cu s)

Habitat: mature to old burned or beetle-infested

forest

[N] Pileated woodpeckers have not been reported

for the latilong that encompasses the project area

(Skaar 1996). The project area is poorly suited for

use by pileated woodpeckers. As suitable habitat is

not present in the project area or cumulative effects

analysis area, no impacts to pileated woodpeckers

rvould be expected to occur as a result ofthis

Pileated Woodpecker (Dryocopus pi le atus)

Habitat: late-successional ponderosa pine and

larch-fir forest

tNl No sphagnum meadorvs or bogs occur in the

project area. Thus, no impacts to bog lemmings

would be expected to occur as a result ofthis
Northern Bog Lemming (Synaptomys borealis)

Habitat: sphagnum meadows, bogs, fens with thick

I Nl No extensive clifffeatures or suitable foraging

areas occur within I mile of the project area. No

direct, indirect or cumulative effects associated with

Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregri nus)

Habitat: clifffeatures near open foraging areas

and/or wetlands

[Nl Breeding harlequin ducks have been found in

this latilong (Skaar 1996), however, no high

gradient streams suitable for use by harlequins

occur within the project area or along proposed

haul routes. No impacts to harlequin ducks would

Harlequin Duck (I1islri on i cu s h i stri on i cus)

Habitat: white-water streams, boulder and cobble

substrates



[Nl Breeding femrginous hawks have been

documented lvithin the latilong that encompasses

the project area. Horvever, badland habitats and

areas with small buttes and bluffs that are preferred

nesting sites do not occur on or within one mile of
the project area. However, femrginous hawks may

occasionally forage in the vicinity or potentially

nest in grasslands found within the project area.

As preferred nesting habitat does not occur on or

within one mile of either parcel included in this

proposal, no localized or cumulative impacts to

femrginous hawks are expected. However, should

any ground-nesting hawks be observed within 400

meters of proposed haul routes or active hawest

units, harvest activities rvould cease and a DNRC

biologist would be contacted immediately by the

sale administrator. Site-specific mitigations would

then be designed to protect the nest site ifnesting

Femrginous Hawk (Bu t e o r e ga I i s)

Habitat: prairies and badlands

[Nj No short-grass prairie or prairie dog towns

occur on, or within one mile of the project area. No

impacts to mountain plovers are expected as a
Mountain Plover (Ch aradrius montanus)
Habitat: short-grass prairie, alkaline flats, prairie

[N] Several mines occur in the vicinity of the

Browns and Granite parcels. Horvever, DNRC is

unalvare of any mines on these parcels or close

vicinity that lvould be suitable for use by

Torvnsend's big-eared bats. Thus' impacts to

Townsend's big-eared bats are not anticipated as a

Tonrytsend's Big-Eared Bat (P I e c o tu s t ow n se n d i i)
Habitat: caves, caverns, old mines, large-hollow
snags
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Ltsr or INDIVIDUAL Scoptttc Nottces

Friends of the Wild Swan, Swan Lake, MT
Greater Yellowstone Coalition, Bozeman, MT
MT Ecology Center, Missoula, MT
Alliance for the Wild Rockies, Missoula, MT

American Wildlands, Bozeman, MT
National Wildlife Federation, Missoula' MT
Montana Audubon Council, Dillon, Helena and Condon, MT

Montana Wilderness Association, Helena, MT

Salmon Intermountain, Salmon, lD
Headwaters Sierra Club, Bozeman, MT
American Fisheries Society, Bozeman, MT
Pintlar Audubon Society, Twin Bridges, MT
MWF, Helena, MT
Beaverhead Concerned Citizens, Butte, MT

Anaconda Sportsmen, Anaconda, MT
Skyline Sportsmen's Assoc. lnc., Butte, MT
Montana Coalition for Appropriate Management of State Lands,

Butte. MT
Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Pablo, MT

U S Department of lnterior, BLM, Dillon and Butte, MT

USFS - Madison Ranger District, Ennis, MT

MT Dept of FW & P, Wildlife Biologist, Bozeman and sheridan, MT

Matador Ranch, Dillon, MT
Wood Three Creek Ranches, Sheridan, MT

Easton Pacific/Sauerbier Ranches, Inc., Alder, MT

Doggett Ranches, Alder, MT
Norwest Capital Mgnt. & Trust, Great Falls, MT

Gilman I H Cattle, Lessee, Alder, MT
Max & Terri Moltich, Sheridan, MT

James & Robert Bowling, N. Miami, FL

Stuart Lewin, Great Falls, MT
Hanover Gold, Veradale, WA
Bill Armstrong, Dillon, MT
Elizabeth Brann & Dan Svoboda, Dillon, MT

Jackie Foster, Dillon, MT
Clayborn J. Anders, Missoula, MT
Graeme Mc Dougal, Dillon, MT
Don & Darrell Goodman, Dillon, MT
Allan Crail, Shelly, lD
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Leonard Sargent, Bozeman, MT
Charles Boling, Dillon, MT
Glenn Hockett, Bozeman, MT
Mrs. Hans Andersen, Dillon, MT
Keith Andersen, Dillon, MT
Jim Phelps, Billings, MT
Calvin & John Erb, Dillon, MT
Doug Webber, Missoula, MT
Louise Bruce, Dillon, MT
Monty Hankinson, Dillon, MT
Bill Allen, Dillon, MT
Montana Logger Association, Kalispell, MT
Louisiana Pacific Corporation, Belgrade and Deerlodge, MT

R-Y Timber Inc., Townsend and Livingston, MT
Mt. Wood Products Association, Helena, MT
Plum Creek Timber Co., Columbia Falls, MT
F H Stoltze Land & Lbr., Columbia Falls, MT
Montana Eastside Forest Practices Committee, Bozeman, MT

Lumber Products, Dillon, MT
Weyerhauser Co., KalisPell, MT
DNRC Archaeologist, P. Rennie
DNRC Soil Scientist, J. Collins
DNRC Hydrologist, G. Mathieus
DNRC Wildlife Biologist, R. BatY

DNRC Agriculture & Grazing, K. Chappell
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CHECKLI ST ENVIRONMENTAL AS SESSMENT

Project Name: Wilson Creek Salvage Timber Sale

Proposed fmplementatj_on Date: July 1, 2002

Proponent: Montana Department of Natural resources and Conservation, Bozeman Unit office,
151 Evergreen, Bozeman, MT 59Tl_5 ph:406-586-5243

Tlpe and Purpose of Actj-on: The proposed actj-on wouLd salvage harvest an estimated 450MBF ofdead tj-mber burned on state l-and durinE the Purdy fire in S6ptember 2OO!. The fire burned anestimated 5' 000 acres of whj-ch approximately 200 acres was state land. An estimated 75 acresthe state ownership incurred 100* tree mortality. The salvage proposal woul-d harvest up to aestimated 60 acres of the burned area from 4 culting units. Aff- harvest activities woulb beground based operations/tractor/rubber tire skidOer. n-l-] of the roads on the sLate l-and for tproposal are in place and no new permanent road construction is planned. Up to .35 mil-es oftemporary road or skid trail_ access would be needed.
The purpose of this proposal- is to salvage the econornj-c va.l-ue of the timber resources that
were -destroyed by fire and ensure appropriat.e conditions exist for regeneration of forestedstands. This section of ]and is part of the school trust lands held by the State of Montanain trust for the support of specific beneficiary j-nstitutions such as publJ-c schools, statecolleges and universities and other specific institutions such as the school for the deafand blind (Enabling Act of Eeb 22, 1889i Montana Constj-tutLon L972). The Board of Land
Commissioners and the Department of NaLural- Resources and Conservation are required by lawto administer these trust lands for the largest measure of reasonabl-e and legitimate ieturnover the long run for those beneficiary j-nstitutions (Section 71-1--202, MCA) . fti" particulartract j-s a classified grazing section held in trust for the support of publ-ic Schools.

Location: SI/2 Section 36, T3S-R4E
^
Jrnty: Gallatin

I PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

1. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, AGENCIES, GROUPS OR
INDIVIDUAI,S CONTACTED: provide a bri_ef
chronology of the scoping and ongoing
i-nvolvement for this proiect.

A 1ega1 notice was published in the Bozeman
Daily Chronicle on December 30, 2001 and
January 3, 2OO2 to request corunents by January
18, 2002. On Decenlcer 27 , 2001 scoping
letters, requesting comments were mai-1ed to
more than 15 individuals, organizations and
resource specialists known to have an interest
in forest management activi-ties in this
vicinity. Comments were received from, ,the
Ecology Center and the Al-l-iance for the Wild
Rocki-es, R-Y Timber, US forest Servl_ce -
Bozeman Range.r District. The DNRC Hydrologist
conducted an on-si-te field revi-ew. Montana
Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Fisheries Biologist
also provided input.

2. OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES WITH
JURISDICTTON, LIST OF PERMTTS NEEDED:

No additlonal permi_ts are requj_red for the
harvest proposal. There are no new stream
crossings that would require a "L24" permit and
no slash burning that would requj-re a burning
permit. DNRC-Bozeman Unit has acquired a
Temporary Road Use Agreement from the adjoi-ning
landowners to conduct management actiwities on
the State ownershi,p.

3. AI,TERNATIVES CONSIDERED:L would not
lands. No

A sal-vage harvest of burned timber
be conducted on the school trust
income from the timber resources
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e received. DNRC could expend forest
improvement funds to seed selected areas with
grass and cut a portion of the standing dead
trees to ensure sufficient downed woody debris
is on the ground for protection of soil
resources. The restoration work could be
conducted during the summer months of 2002.

Proposed: Salvage harvest an estimated 350,000
board feet of burned, dead timber to recower
residual value of the resource. Seed disturbed
sites and selected sensitive areas with grass
prior to winter so the seed i-s available for
establishment in the spring. Physically close
any tempo.rary roads or skid trai-ls to prohibit
future use, instaLl appropriate drainage prj.or
to closure and grass seed disturbed sites upon
completion of use. The project would be
expected to begi-n as early as July 1, 2OO2 and
be completed no later than Novernber 1, 2002.

II. TMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

IYIN] POTENTIAL IMPACTS

N = Not Present or No Impact will

Y : Impacts may occur (explain below)

GEOLOGY AND SOIL QUALTTY, STABILITY
AND MOISTURE: Are fragile, compactible
or unstabl-e soil-s present? Are there
unusual geologic features? Are there
special reclamation consideratj-ons? Are
cumulatj-ve impacts like1y to occur as a
resul-t of this proposed action?

Revj-ew)
It is anticipated that a limited amount of

soil movement wil-l- occur on the state land with
or wi.thout the proposed salvage harwest as a
result of the reduced vegetation from the fire.
An estimated .35 rnrlles of temporary road or
skid trail access would need to be constructed
to access tl^to units associated with the
proposed action. The fol-lowing mitigation
measures would be incorporated into the
proposal to reduce any potential soil impacts.

Miti.gations incorporated in the proposal:
o Exclude equipment operati-on on slopes

greater than 35t s1ope.
e Install sediment infiltration on

outlets of drainage features with
dj-rect delivery to streams or
ephemeral draws.

o Limit operations to conditj-ons that
are dry, frozen or snow covered.

o Grass seed all- disturbed areas.
o Close all temporary roads or skid

trails through spot recontouring, and
the distribute sl-ash and debris upon
comDletion of use.

IY] Jeff collins, DNRC soils
consulted for input. (See

Scientist was
attached Soils



WATER QUAI,ITY, QUANTITY AND
DISTRIBUTION: Are important surface or
groundwater resources present? Is there
potential for viofation of ambient water
quality standards, drinking water
maximum contaminant levels, or
degradation of water quallty? Are
cumul-ati-ve impacts likely to occur as a
result of this proposed action?

CHECKLTST EA
Page 3

tYl The proposal
George Mathieus,
report).

was reviewed on site bY
DNRC Hydrologist (See attached

The proposed sale area is located near the
Gallatin Gateway, approximately 10 air miles
south of Bozeman, Montana. The proposed sale
area is located in a State half secti-on that
ties within the WiLson Creek watershed. Both
Wilson Creek and an unnamed ephemeral tributary
flow through the state section.

The watershed analysis area addresses each
watercourse draininq the proposed project area
to facilitate hydrologic analysi-s and
cumulative watershed effects assessment- A
description of those drainage's follows:

WiLson Creek: Wilson Creek is an 8,100-acre
watershed, which receiwes between 18 inches at
the va11ey floor to 100 inches at the
headwaters of annual precipitatj-on. This
second order stream is a tributary to the
Gallati-n River. Wilson Creek is a Cl-ass I
perennial stream according to the Montana
Streamside Management Zone (SMZ) Law and Rules-
LittLe Bear Creek.' Little Bear Creek is a
3,300-acre waterstred, which also receives
approximately 18-100 lnches of annual
*-^^.i^.i+r+ian This first order stream is aP!EUrPr UA 9fvrr.
tributary to Big Bear Creek. It is a Class I
Stream.

The Purdy fire burned an estimated 30? of 
"ft"entire reach of the Wilson Creek drainage (-2-5

mi.les of - 8.5 mites). There is a substantlal
risk of increased surface runoff and erosion
from the drai-nage basin and from the existinq
road system.

operations conducted in or near draw features
and on steeper slopes have a higher risk of
impacting soi-l resources and wate.r quality-
The following recommended mitigation measures
would help minimj.ze risk of impacts during the
proposed activities. These mitigation measures
are standard practices that may be applied to
al-l harvest activities associated with the
proposed Wilson creek Fire Salvage Timber Sa1e.

General Road Desiqn and Mitiqation Measures:

II. IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

Instalf and maintain road drainage
concurrent with activities.
Mai-ntain a minimum of 5-10 tons/acre
of coarse woody debris on site.
Implement BMP'S in the design and
operation of the salvage harvest.

PIan, desi-gn and improve existing road
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II IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

t

systems to meet long-term access needs
and to fu1ly comply with current BMPs.

. Construct drain dips, grade rolls and
other draj-nage features where necessary
and practical to insure adequate road
surface drainage.

o Grass seed all newly constructed or
reconstructed road or skid trail cut and
fills immediately after excavation or
upon closure of the road or trail.

o Leave all temporary or abandoned roads
in a condition that will Prowide
adequate drainage and will not require
future maintenance.

o Filter outlets of all ditches with
direct delivery to streams or ephemeral
draws with slash or filter fabri-c and
straw bales.

o Limit road use and hauling to drY,
frozen or sno$t covered conditions.
Suspend operations when these conditions
are not met lsfgas rutting occurs.

General Desicrn and Miti-qation Recommendations
for Harvest Units:

o Implement Forestry BMPs as the minimum
standard for all operations with the
nronosed ti-mber sale.Yrvyvsvs er

. Protect all ephemeral draws, springs and
wet areas with marked equiPment
restriction zones (ERZ).

o Develop a skidding PIan Prior to
aarri nmanl. rJperaErons.

o Leawe 5 - 10 tons per acre of coarse
woody material larger than 3 inches in
diameter scattered throughout the sale
unj-ts, predominately perpendicul-ar to
the slope

o Seed skid trails over 308. Scatter
slash on ski-d trails where feasible.

6. AIR QUALITY: Will pollutants or
particulate be produced? Is the project
influenced by air quality regulations or
zones (Class I airshed) ? Are cumulative
impacts J-ikely Lo occur as a result of
this proposed action?

[N] Air quality is not expected to be impacted
by the proposed activity. No slash burning i-s
expected to occur. Debris not removed from the
site will be di-stributed on the ground to
reduce the potential for erosion and protect
the soil resources.

7. VEGETATION COVER, QUANTTTY AND QUALITY:
WiIl vegetative communities be
permanently altered? Are any rare
plants or cover tlpes present? Are

I cumulative impacts likely to occur as a7 result of this proposed action?

tNl The Purdy fire burned approximately 5,000
acres during September 2001. The crown fire
that passed through the state ownership killed
100? of the trees on an estimated 200 acres of
the 320-acre track. The state land was nearly
908 forested prior to the fire. Approxirnately
120 acres of forested area remains. The stands



CHECKLIST EA
Page 5

II IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVTRONMENT

resul-t of this proposed action? on the State tract were primarily Douglas fir
and spruce. There was a timber harvest
conducted in 1983 on approximately 40 acres. A
majori-ty of these harvest areas were not a part
of the burn.

Salvage harvest activities would focus on
harwesting up to 60 acres of burned timber.
Natural regeneration of Douglas-fir is expected
to occur from along the edge of the burned
area. Seed drift was noted during post-fire
site vi-sits. It is unknown whether the seed
drift from the edge of the fire will adequately
provide seed for the entire burned areas. A11
units will be monitored the next few years to
ewaluate future planting needs.

Although the tree canopy on approximately 200
acres was 1008 kilIed, the fire intensity was
considered moderate since most of the ground
vegetation is expected to surwive and fLourish
this growlng season. Surface vegetation was
consumed but root systems appear to have
survived, except in a few areas. No rare or
special concern plant species were known to
exist in the project area prior to the fire
(Montana Natural Herltage Program, 11l01).
There are no old growth stands that erould meet
a creen et a1. definition within the proposed
project area. The no action alternatlwe would
hawe the least potential for affecting ground
vegetation. Ground skidding activities
associated with the proposed salvage harvest
would have a 1ow to moderate potential to
affect veqetation. The mitigations measures
would be incorporated into the harvest plan are
expected to be effectiwe i-n reducing the
potential for wegetative i-mpacts.

Mitigations incorporated in the harvest
alternatiwe:

r Skidding to be conducted only when
soil is dry, snow covered or frozen.

o Equipment wj-1I be pressure washed
pri-or to moving on site as a measure
to prevent the introduction of weeds
to the site.

r The area would be monitored for weed
infestati-ons and treated as
necessary for 3 years after the
harvest -

The fire fragmented the already naturally
fragmented forested landscape and the
proposed project woul-d have minj-mal
influence on any further habitat
fragmentation.

TERRESTRIAI,,
HABTTATS: Is

A}ID AQUATIC
substantial

AVIAN
there

LIFE AND
use of

tNl Ross
consulted

Baty,
for

DNRC
i nnr r +-

Wil-dl-ife Biologist was
Joe Fontaine, USFWS



UNIQUE, ENDANGERED, FRAGIIJE OR LIMITED
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES: Are any
federally l-isted threatened or
endangered species or identified habitat
present? Any wetlands? Sensitive
Speci-es or Species of special concern?
Are cumulative impacts likely to oceur
as a result of this proposed acLion?

CHECKLIST EA
Page 6

[Y] The project area does not provj.de habi-tat
for BaId Eagles. The project area may receive
occasj-onal transient use by grizzly bears, gray
wolves and Canada lynx, however no denning or
other appreciable use of the area has been
documented. The project area lies 16 miles
north of the Yel-lowstone GrlzzIy Bear Recovery
Area. The project area does not prowide
preferred habitats suitabl-e for I1mx denning or
foraqing. Measurable direct, indirect or

rI. IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVTRONMENT

Biologist was al-so contacted by R.Baty' (See
attached checklist).

Prior to the fire, the area provided habitat
for deer, eIk, moose, black bear, grouse,
squirrels and assorted other game and non-game
species. As the area revegetates and
reqenerates many of these species will resume
their use of the area while other species not
previously present will move in as a result of
the changed conditions. Some species,
dependant on fire-kilIed snags will experlence
an increase in available habitat. other
species dependent on closed canopy forest
conditions wj-11 li-kely not utilize the area for
several decades. There are no fish bearlng
streams in the proposed project area.

Due to the limited size of the project,
unapprecj-able alteration of habitats preferred
by ungulates, and duration and location of the
proposed actlvitj.es, no substantial Long term,
direct, indirect or cumulative impacts are
expected to occur as a result of any of the
alternatiwes considered.

Mitigations i-ncorporated in the proposal:
o Retaj.n trees that we.re snags prior tso

the fire and large diameter trees that
are considered less than 50t
merchantable and do not Pose a
significant safetY hazard.

r Retain addi-tional large diameter Douglas
fj-r trees at the rate of 2 Per acre
where available for snag replacement.

o Maintain a mini-mum of 5-10 tons/acre of
coarse woodv debris on site.

fnput received from the Montana Department of
Fish, wildlife and Parks Fisheries Bioldgist,
Patrick Byorth, indicated that no fishery
issues exist- In sulrunary, no significant
impacts on Wilson Creek or it's aquatic life
beyond the impacts of the fire would be
expected as long as best management practices
were followed, adequate buffers associated with
drainaqes were maintai-ned and temporary roads
or skj-d trails were adeguately reclaimed. A11
if these measure would be observed.

the area by important
fi-sh? Are cumul-ative
occur as a result of
action?

wildlife, bj-rds or
impacts likely to

this proposed
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cumulative mpacts are not expected for T
attached Species Checklistspecies (See

Assessment) .

Habitat suitable for use by black-backed
woodpeckers occurs in the project area and
would be treated under the Action Al-ternative
(ie., up to 60 acres). Habitat is also present
in porti,ons of the 5,000 acres associated with
the Purdy Fi-re-2001 and within 140 acres of
burned forest that would remai-n on the project
area post treatment. As such the proposed
project would reduce by a smal] proportion, the
avaj-lable habitat suitable for use by black-
backs at the landscape scale. Thus, ttre
project would result in minor, indirect and
cumulative adverse effects to black-backed
woodpeckers. On State ownershi-p the proposed
salvagie acreage would be approximately 30? of
the burned State 1and. At a landscape level j.t
is expected that the cumuLative salvage on the
state parcel and other private and federal
ownerships would be only a small fraction of
the total burn area.

Habitats and elevations used by boreal owls
occur withi-n the project area, however,
proposed acti.vitres would not be expected to
alter any usable existingr habJ-tat, o.r create
disturbance that would be expected to
measurably influence nesting pairs, should they
occur in the project area or adjacent parcels-

The project area does not provide habitat for
fl-ammul-ated ow1s, pileated woodpeckers,
northern bog lemmings, harlequin ducks,
ferruginous hawks, peregrine falcons, mountain
plovers or Townsend's bi-g-eared bats (See
attached Specj-es Checklist Assessment) .

Mitigation incorporated into the proposal:
r Retain 140 acres (70t of burned atea on

state land) of no harvest that would
serve as Black-Backed Woodpecker
habi-tat and habitat substrate for other
species associated with snags and large
woody debris.

r Leave nonmerchantable trees standing for
resj-dua1 cover, structure and feeding
substrate that are not needed for
j-mmedj-ate soj-1 protection.

o Retaj-n snags/ snaq recruitment trees and
large woody debris on site (mlnimum of
5-10 tons/acre).

r Immediately suspend operations and
contact DNRC Wildlife Biologist if a
wolf den or f & E species i-s observed in
the project area and develop appropriate
mitigations before re-cornmencing project
activi-ties.

II. IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
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II IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

].0. HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOT,OGICAL SITES:
Are any historical, archaeol-ogical or
paleontological- resources present?

iNl There are no known hi-storlcal,
archaeologj-cal or paleontological sites within
the project area. DNRC Archaeologi-st, Patrick
Rennie, reviewed the proposal and determined it
i-s unlikely that any cultural resource sites
would be encountered during acti-vities
conducted under anv of the alternatives
considered.

Mj-tigations incorporated into the proposal:
o A11 operations will be immedj-ately

suspended in the vicinity and the DNRC
Archaeologist contacted if cultural
resources are identified.

1l-. AESTHETICS: Is the project on a
prominent topographic feature? Wil-l-
it be visible from popul-ated or scenic
areas? Will- there be excessive noise
or l-ight? Are cumufative impacts
likely to occur as a result of this

L. proposed action?
J

tYl The Purdy fire north perimeter is already
clearly visible from the Gallatin Va11ey. The
proposed salvage harvest units would be a
continuation of the salvage harvest conducted
on the adlacent private ownership located to
the south. The 1008 killed timber does not
provide for a harvest design to selecti-we1y
blend the proposed salwage harvest into the
Iandscape. The existing unburned edge of green
timber would be maintained to lessen the wisual
effects as one approaches the site from the
va11ey floor- Based on the si-ze and scope of
the proposed salvage harvest and the exi-stinq
burned landscape, impacts on the aesthetj-cs of
the area would be minimal.

L2. DEMANDS ON ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES OF
LAND, WATER, AIR OR ENERGY: Wil]- Ihe
project use resources that are limited
in the area? Are there other
actj-vj-ties nearby that wiff affect the
project? Are cumulative lmpacts
likely to occur as a result of this
proposed action?

l-Nl The Prrrdv f i re burned an esti-mated 5,000( rr I

ac.res of which approximately 90* was forested.
The qreatest portion of the fire area occurred
on federal ownership admini-stered by the
Gallatin National Forest.

The Bozeman Ranger Dj-strlct is currently
preparing a scoping notice for potential
salvage operations on their holdings located 1

mile to the south of the State land.

sal-vage harvest operations have been conducted
on the adjacent private land immediately
following the fire. Approximately 385 acres has
been treated in the priwate section to the
south.

]-3. OTHER ENVTRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS
PERTINENT TO THE AREA: Are there other
studies, plans or projects on this
Lract? Are cumul-ative impacts likely
to occur as a resul-t of other private,

I state or federal actions that are

tNl DNRC will be a participant in the Purdy
Weed Management Area, Integrated Noxi-ous Weed
Management Plan that is expected to be
implemented during the Spring 2002 through Fall
of 2004.
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II. TMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

under MEPA review (scoping) or
permitting review by any state agency
w/n the analvsi-s area?

Page
EA
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III IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN POPUi,ATION

RESOURCE tYlN] POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES

L4. HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY: Wi-l-l this
project add to heal-th and safety risks
in the area?

tNl

15. INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL AND
AGRICUI,TURAI ACTIVTTIES AND
PRODUCTION: Will the project add to
or alter these activities?

tNl The state land included in the proposed
project is classifi-ed grazing and has been
leased for that use for many years. It is
currently leased for 32 AUM's per year at the
rate of $5.52/AUM for an annual j-ncome of
9!'76.64. The qrazing lease would continue
under the current lease until renewal scheduled
for 2010.

J.6. QUANTITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF

) EMPLoYMENT: wil-l the project create,
move or eliminate jobs? If so,
estimated number. Are cumulative
impacts likely to occur as a resul-t of
this proposed action?

tNl The proposed salvage harvest would result
in a harvest of an esti-mated volume of 350,000
board feet of tirnber from the state 1and. This
would be a relatiwely sma1l sized project for
the vicinity and would represent a 2-3 months
of work for a logging contractor. There would
not be any permanent shlft or creation of long-
term jobs as a result of proposed action
al-ternative.

I]. LOCAL AND STATE TAX BASE AND TAX
REVENUES: Wil-l the project create or
eliminate tax revenue? Are cumul-ative
impacts like1y to occur as a resul-t of
this proposed actj-on?

tNl People are currently paying taxes from the
wood products industry in the regi-on. Due to
the relatively sma11 size of the timber sale
program, there will be no measurable cumulative
impact from this proposed action on tax
revenues.

1-8. DEMAND FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES: Wifl
substantial traffic be added to
existing roads? Wil-l- other services
(fire protection, police, schools,
etc) be needed? Are cumulative
impacts likel-y to occur as a result of
this proposed action?

tNl Salvage harvest would result j-n
approximately 85-95 truckloads of logs
delivered to mi1ls in the vj-cinity on county
and state roads. The roads in the vicinity are
suitable for such use and are maintained ln
part through the taxes generated by the forest
products industry.

].9. LOCAI,LY ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAI PI,ANS
AND GOALS: Are there State, County,
Cj-ty, USFS, BLM, Tribal-. etc. zoning
or management plans in effect?

tYl fn June 1995, DNRC began a phase-in
implementation of the State Forest Land
Management Plan (Plan). The management
direction provi-ded in the Plan comprises the
framework within which specific project
planning and activities take place. The plan
philosophy and appropriate Resource Management
Standards have been incorporated into the
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desj-gn of the proposed action.
[Y] with adjacent landowners permission for
access and the purchase of a State Land
Recreational Use License, persons may recreate
on the State tract. However, recreational use
j-n the past has been minimal. The proposed
harvest j-s expected to reduce recreati-onal use
of the tract while activity is being conducted
due to the noise and disturbance associated
with the harwest. No affects to hunter
opportuni-ty is anticipated due to Ij-mited
access and the habitats preferred by ungulates
woul-d not be appreciable altered.

20. ACCESS TO AND QUAIITY OF RECREATIONAL
AND WILDERNESS ACTIVITIES: ATE
wi-l-derness or recreationaf areas
nearby or accessed through this tract?
Is there recreational potential within
the tract? Are cumul-ative impacts
likely Lo occur as a result of this
proposed actj-on?

tNl There wil-1 be no measurable cumulative
j-mpacts rel-ated to population and housing
due to the relatively small- size of the
tj-mber sale program. and the fact that
people are afready employed i-n this
occupation in the region.

2L. DENSITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF POPUI,ATION
AND HOUSING: WiIl the project add to
the population and require additional-
housing? Are cumulative impacts
likeJ-y to occur as a result of this
proposed acti-on?

22. SOCIAL STRUCTURES AND MORES: Is some
disruption of native or traditional-
lifestyles or cornmunities possible?

3. CULTURAL UNIQUENESS AND DIVERS]TY:
Will the action cause a shift i-n some
uni-que quallty of the area?

tYl The proposed salvage harwest would
gfenerate an estimated trust income from
stumpage of 966,000 to 981,000. The volume
harwested and value receiwed will depend on how
quickly the burned tirnber is harvested and how'
much defect occurs as result of cracking and
checking

24. OTHER APPROPRIATE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
CIRCUMSTANCES: fs there a potential
for other future uses for easement
area other than for timber management?
Is future use hlpothetj-cal? What i-s
the estimated return to the trust?
Are cumul-ative impacts likely to occur
as a resul-t of this proposed action?

EA Checklist Prenared Bv: Curt Tesmer
Name

Bozeman Unit Forester/DNRc
Title

5-08-02
Date

IV. FINDTNG

The fire salvage harvest project as proposed.25. ALTERNATIVE SELECTED:

26. SIGNIFICANCE OF POTENTIAI, IMPACTS: The proposed harvest wi-11 salvag:e an estimated
450 MBF of dead timber that was recently burned
in the Purdy Fire. The salwage value is
estimated to generate approximately $65,000 to
981-,000 in trust revenue. The proposal would
harwest approximately 303 of the forested state
Iand burned in the fire. This proposal would
affect only an estimated 1t of the burned
forested area in the 5,000-acre Purdy Fire. It
is estimated that cumulatively across a1l
ownerships, less than 15* of the burned
forestland would be salwage harvested.
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Garrv Wil1i- central Land Office Area Manager
rr-El-eName

ATTACTN4ENTS

Wj-1son Creek Salvage Timber Sale Map
Wilson Creek Salvage Watershed Report, (G.Mathieus, 3-26-2002)
Wilson Creek Salvage Checklist for Endangered, Threatened and

Sensitive Species, (Ross Baty' 4-30-2002)
Wilson Creek Salwage Soils Rewiew, (J- Co11ins, 5-6-02)

EA
t_L

o
EA Checkl-ist Approved By:

a

a

a

There is no critical habitat for Endangered,
Threatened and Sensitive Species in the project
area. Appropriate and effective mitigation
measures such as snag retention,' snagt
recruitment, coarse woody debris retention and
"no harvest" areas have been incorporated and
designed into the proposal to retain habitat
value for sensitiwe species and biodiversity on
the state 1and. The proposed harvest areas are
si-tuated on primarily gentle terrain and
benches well sui-ted for tradi-tional ground
skidding operations.

Significant impacts are not anticipated as a
result of the proposed salvage harvest
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Wilson Creek Salvage Watershed Report

Hydrology Existing Conditions & Affects Analysis
Wilson Creek Salvage Timber Sale

T3S-R4E, Section 36
Central Land Office, Bozeman Unit

George Mathieus
Forest Management Bureau

Hydrologist

March 26,2002

Field Review Date: January 29,2002

INTRODUCTION

l" ,o,,o*ing documenl contains background information for the watershed, fisheries and soils portions of the proposed

Wilson Creek Salvage Timber Sale EnvironmentalAssessment. This analysis includes an existing condition assessment

of all watersheds draining the proposed sale area. Write-up and assessments are based on a coarse filter screening

approach, references to post-fire assessments and an on-site field review of all contributing areas within the proposed

state section.

POTENTIAL ISSUES

Water Ouality'

Land management activities such as timber harvest and road construction can impact water quality primarily by

accelerating sediment delivery above natural levels to local stream channels and draw bottoms. These impacts are

caused by erosion from road surfaces, skid trails, log landings and by the removal of vegetation along stream channels'

Cumulative Watershed Fffecls:

Cumulative watershed effects can be characterized as impacts on water quality and quantity that result from the

interaction of disturbances, both human-caused and natural. Wildfires and timber harvest activities can affect the timing

of runoff, increase sediment yields, increase peak flows and increase the total annual water yield of a particular drainage.

Cold Waier Fisheries:

Land management activities such as timber harvest and road construction can impact fish habitat primarily by increasing

water temperatures, accelerating sediment delivery above natural levels to local stream channels and by decreasing
large woody debris input and shade cover through the removal of recruitable trees near the stream channel.

Or,, F?ecnrrrnoq'
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Equipment operalions and timber harvest on wet sites or sensitive soils can result in soil impacts that effect soil
productivity depending on area and degree of physical effects and amount or distribution of course woody debris retained
for nutrient cycling.

Noxiorrs Weeds.'

Following disturbance events such as wildfires, fire suppression damage and timber harvest activities, invasion and

spread of noxious weeds is more prevalent than in undisturbed areas. Noxious weed invasion and spread detrimentally
influences surface cover, erosion and native species growth.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Waiersheds:

The proposed sale area is located near the Gallatin Gateway, approximately 10 air miles south of Bozeman, Montana.
The proposed sale area is located in a State half section that lies within the Wilson Creek watershed. Both Wilson Greek
and an unnamed ephemeral tributary flow through the state section.

The watershed analysis area addresses each watercourse draining the proposed project area to facilitate hydrologic
analysis and cumulative watershed effects assessment. A description of those drainage's follows:

Wlson Creek:

Wilson Creek is an 8,1OO-acre watershed, which receives between 18 inches at the valley floor to 100 inches at the
headwaters of annual precipitation. This second order stream is a tributary to the Gallatin River. Wilson Creek is a
Class I perennial stream according to the Montana Streamside Management Zone (SMZ) Law and Rules.

Liftle Bear Creek:

Little Bear Creek is a 3,300-acre watershed, which also receives approximately 18-100 inches of annual precipitation.
This first order stream is a tributary to Big Bear Creek. lt is a Class I Stream.

Regulatory Framework'

This portion of the Upper Missouri River basin, including the Wilson Creek drainage, is classified B-1 in the Montana
Water Quality Standards. Waters classified B-1 are suitable for drinking, culinary and food processing purposes after
conventional treatment; bathing, swimming and recreation; growth and propagation of salmonoid fishes and associated
aquaticwildlife, waterfowl and furbearers; and agricultural and industrialwatersupply. State waterquality regulations
prohibit any increase in sediment above naturally occurring concentrations in waters classified
B-1 (ARM 16.20.618 2(f)).

Naturally occuning means conditions or materials present from runoff or percolation over which man has no control or
from developed land where all reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices have been applied. Reasonable
land, soil and water conservation practices include methods, measures or practices that protect present and reasonably
anticipated beneficial uses. The state of Montana has adopted Forestry Best Management Practices (BMPs) through its
Non-point Source Management Plan as the principal means of meeting Water Quality Standards.

llisting beneficial uses in the immediate vicinity of the proposed sale area include water rights for groundwater sources
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1AIJ



CHECKLIST
Page

to include lawn & garden, inigation, and domestic uses. Surface water sources include inigation, fishlwildlife and stock
uses. Downstream sensitive beneficial uses include aquatic life support, cold water fisheries and a surface water

domestic use diverted from Wilson Creek. However, the surface domestic use has no surface water connectivity with the
proposed sale activities.

The Gallatin River (MT41H001_020) is cunently listed as a water quality limited water body (as per Section 303(d) of the
Clean WaterAct) in the 305(b) report. The 303(d) list is compiled by the Montana Department of Environmental Quality
(DEO) as required by Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Water Quality Planning and Management Regulations (40 CFR, Part 130). Under these laws, DEQ is required to identify
water bodies that do not fully meet water quality standards, or where beneficial uses are threatened or impaired. These

water bodies are then characterized as \rvater quality limited' and thus targeted for Total Maximum Daily Load CIMDL)
development. The TMDL process is used to determine the total allowable amount of pollutants in a water body of
watershed. Each contributing source is allocated a portion of the allowable limit. These allocations are designed to
achieve water quality standards.

The Montana Water Quality Act (MCA 75-5-7Of7A5) also directs the DEQ to assess the quality of state waters, insure

that sufficient and credible data exists to support a 303(d) listing and to develop TMDL for those waters identified as

threatened or impaired. Under the Montana TMDL Law, new or expanded nonpoint source activities affecting a listed

water body may commence and continue provided they are conducted in accordance with all reasonable land, soil and

water conservation practices. Total Maximum Daily Loads have not been completed for the Gallatin River drainage.

DNRC will comply with the Law and interim guidance developed by DEQ through implementation of all reasonable soil

ad water conservation practices, including Best Management Practices and Resource Management Standards as
tf,rected under the State Forest Management Plan.

The cause of impairment in the Gallatin River is dewatering, flow alteration, lead and metals with the probable sources
being agriculture, croprelated sources, irrigated crop production, construction, highway/road/bridge construction,
resource extraction, abandoned mining and natural sources. According to this report, the Gallatin River is fully
supporting its agriculture beneficial use, but only partially supporting its industrial uses and not supporting its aquatic life
support, cold-water fishery, drinking water supply and recreation beneficial uses.

The Montana Streamside Management Zone (SMZ) Law (MCA 77-5-301) and Rules regulate timber harvest activities
that occur adjacent to streams, lakes and other bodies of water. This law prohibits or restricts timber harvest and

associated activities within a predetermined SMZ buffer on either side of the stream. The width of this buffer varies from
5S.100 feet, depending on the steepness of the slope and the class of the stream.

The Montana Stream Protection Act (MCA 87-5-501) regulates activities conducted by govemment agencies that may
affect the bed or banks of any stream in Montana. This law provides a mechanism to require implementation of BMPs in
association with stream bank and channel modifications canied out by govemmental entities. Agencies are required to
notify the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MDFWP) of any construction projects that may modify the
natural existing conditions of any stream.

Water Ouality - Exisiing Conrlitions:

The greatest pollutant of concem within the proposed p@ect area is sediment. lncreased sediment delivery and

deposition can affect water quality both physically and biologically as well as affecting channel stability and
geomorphology. Increased and accelerated sediment delivery and deposition have impacted the streams within the
analysis area. The primary sources of sediment detivery are roads, particularly at stream crossings and road segments

tdiacent to stream channels.

-
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From the paved Highway 191 , approximately 4.2 miles of county, private and State gravel road provide access to the
proposed sale area. Existing improved gravel road to the State ownership is suitable for use as is. The more

unimproved gravel roads located on the State are adequate for use with minor improvements improve and maintain
proper drainage. No additional permanent road construction is expected to occur.

Other sources of sediment delivery to stream channels within the analysis area include streambank disturbance and

channel instability induced by livestock grazing. These impacts are limited to the lower stream reaches and the
agriculturalsegments along the valley floor.

In addition to past management ac{ivities, all the drainage's within the proposal area have been exposed to the recent
Purdy Wildfire during September of 2001. The Purdy Wildfire consumed approximately 5,000 with - 200 of those acres

occuning on State ownership. Effects from the fire cover a full range of bum intensities. Within State section 16,

approximately 120 acres bumed high to moderately high intensity and 80 acres bumed moderate/low intensity.

Direct and lndirecf Effects - Weter Ouality:

Erosion and sediment delivery are expected to have increased following this past spring runoff within the moderate and

high severity bum areas located within the proposed project area. Additionally, these impacts (only at a lower degree)
are expected to continue following summer and fall rainstorm events. Therefore, additional direct impacts to water quality

and direct and indirect impacls to downstream beneficial uses are anticipated in all streams within the proposed project

area. The amount of sediment delivery and subsequent impacts to water quality resulting from the recent wildfires are

46pected to be considerable. A sediment yield analysis completed by the nearby Fridley Fire Bumed Area Emergency

lnenl Team estimated that post-fire sediment yields could increase as much as 120o/o of the pre-fire conditions. We
expect runoff to be highest in the first 5 years following the fire while the sites revegetate. Severe thunderstorms could

result in dramatically accelerated runoff and erosion. Sediment delivery would be expected to reduce substantially by the
end of the 2003-growing season as vegetative recovery occurs (USFS BAER 2001).

Sediment delivery from existing open roads is also expected to be greater than in the recent past. This is due to
increased road surface runoff and loss of stabilizing vegetation on road surfaces, cuts and fills. These road segments will
continue to provide long-term sources of sediment delivery until additional improvements or restoration measures are
implemented.

Other direct impacts to water quality are increased concentrations of nutrients. Concentrations of both phosphorus and
nitrogen are expected to increase in streams draining severe bum areas. Many published studies have shown Elevated
levels of these nutrients immediately following wildfires and during subsequent spring runoff (Spencer and Hauer 1990,

Salminen and Beschta 1991). The large increases in nutrients frequently observed immediately after fires appears to be

the result of direct deposition of ash and subsequent rapid leaching of dissolved nutrient materials. Vegetative regrowth
is expected to help reduce additional delivery from summer and fall rain events. This is due to the natural buffering and

sediment trapping that occurs along vegetated surfaces versus bare soils.

Direct impacts to water quality also occuned in several of the affected streams during the wildfire due to elevated water
temperatures. Fish mortality may have occuned on several of the nearby streams in the area, immediately following the
wildfires. lt is expected that lethal temperatures were obtained during stand-replacement bums. The lethal temperature
threshold for juvenile salmonids has been identified under laboratory conditions at between 22 and 25 degrees centigrade
(Beschta 1987). While the possibility of fish mortality exists, no evidence following the Purdy Fire suggests that fish kills
occuned within the State ownership. Speculation could be made that it in fact, this occuned within the segments of
streams exposed to stand-replacement bums. However, tield observations within State ownership indicate that severe

jum intensities occuned only the ridges, while the draws and stream bottoms bumed much cooler.

U
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Indirect impacts to water quality include increased summer maximum stream temperatures. Within the proposed p@ect

area only a minor number SMZ trees and shrubs were consumed in those very short stream reaches affected by stand

replacement fire. Summer maximum stream temperatures are not expected to elevate due to the increased amount of
direct solar radiation reaching the stream within the State ownership.

Areas that bumed low to mixed severity may have some indirect effects on stream water temperatures. Because direct-

beam solar radiation is the primary factor influencing temperature changes in the summer, the effec{ of partial canopy
removal (bumed by mixed severity fire) is directly proportional to the reduction in canopy providing shade to the stream
(Beschta 1987).

lncreased nutrients, increased stream temperatures and loss of tree canopy following the fire may also have indirect

effects on waterquality by contributing to increased periphyton algalgrowth (Beschta 1987 and Spencer 1990). Light

availability often limits algal growth in heavy canopied mountain streams. However, the fire within the State ownership

impacted very little streamside area. Therefore, increased levels of algal growth would not be expected to occur within

the proposed project area.

Crrmulative Walershed Effecls:

Past management activities sunounding the proposed sate area include agriculture, grazing, fire suppression, road

construction and timber harvest. Timber harvest activities in the analysis area have been minimal over the past 30
years, constituting selective harvest on State and adjacent private lands. Additionally, recently salvage harvest has

lpuned in the adjacent Sections 1, 35 & 2, constituting approximately 490 acres.
U
A cumulative watershed effects (CWE) analysis for the proposed sale area was completed by DNRC to determine the
existing conditions of the affected watersheds and the potential for cumulative effects due to increased sediment yields.

The Wilson Creek and Little Bear Creek watersheds were chosen as the analysis boundaries. These analysis areas were
selected because they were determined to be the most appropriate scale to detect potential effects.

As outlined in the SFLMP Watershed RMS # 7, the CWE analysis was completed using a Level ll coarse filter approach

to determine the existing conditions of the proposed sale area. This Level ll was used to determine cumulative effects
from past management activities and effects from wildfire. The coarse filter approach consisted of on-site evaluation,
mapping the percent forested of each watershed and documenting history of past activities through the use of maps,

aerial photographs and harvest records.

Alldrainage features in the proposed sale watershed analysis area were inventoried and evaluated by a DNRC

hydrologist. lmpacts occuning are the result of poor road locations and design, trampling, bank shearing and soil erosion
from cattle trails. The cattle impacts are moderate in extent, as they are confined to the lower reaches easily accessible

to cattle.

All primary and secondary roads within the proposed sale area were evaluated for past or potential impacts. Field

evaluations indicate that past management activities within the analysis area have resulted in impacts to water quality.

These impacts are limited to sediment delivery and erosion from roads and cattle use and are restricted to stream

crossings and isolated segments of existing roads.

Within the more extensive Purdy Fire analysis area, increases in peak flows, surface runoff, erosion and subsequent

sediment delivery, nutrient levels and stream temperatures are anticipated following the recent wildfire. Measurable
quantities of these impacts may vary across the fire area and would be dependent on the nature of the stream channels,

lfiensity of bumed area, local geology, and the timing, duration and intensity of snowmelt and spring rain events.

Ueasurable impacts are more likely to occur in perennial drainage's where bum intensities are high.

EA
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In addition to the proposed State harvest, there are cunent salvage activities on private ownership within the Purdy Fire
perimeter. This salvage includes harvesting of any merchantable trees killed or damaged by the recent wildfire. This
activity falls within the Wilson Creek watershed. lncreases in water yield are likely following this activity, depending on

the amount of green tree harvest. The majority of the private harvest occurs within high severity bum areas where leaf
area was completely lost.

lncreases in erosion and sedimentation are also likely as a result of additional harvest on private lands. The levels of
these impacts would be dependant on planning, rehabilitation efforts and the level of mitigation applied on site.

Cold Waler Fi-sheries - Existing Conditions:

Population data was not available for either Wilson Creek or Little Bear Creek. However, perconal communication with
Pat Boyorth, Fisheries Biologist with the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks (DFWP), indicated that a pure
stain of westslope cutthroat trout existing in the West Fork of Wilson Creek. lnput received from the Biologist did not
indicate concern regarding the westslope cutthrout trout populations since the proposed project area is located entirely
outside of the West Fork Wilson Creek.

Past management activities have resulted in increased sediment and a decrease in the riparian shrub component and
recruitable trees for in-channel large woody debris along existing tributary stream channels. These impacts have
occuned following grazing, agriculture and road building activities. lt is likely that these impacts have resulted in loss of

lpde cover, bank stability, recruitable trees and increased sediment.
U

Direel ancl lnclirect Effects - Cold Water Fisheries:

Substantial increases in stream water temperatures may have occuned in those reaches of stream channel subjected to
severe bum intensities during the Purdy Fire. However, field review indicates that draws and stream bottoms within the
State ownership were not subjected to severe bum intensities.

A direct effect of elevated water temperatures may have occuned during the fire, resulting in juvenile fish mortality.
Lethal threshold temperatures for juvenile salmonids have been identified in laboratory conditions at between 22 and 25
degrees centigrade (Beschta 1987). Future indirect effects on stream water temperatures may occur from the loss of
stream shading vegetation. Other existing indirect effects associated with fish habitat within the proposed project area
include accelerated rates of erosion and subsequent sediment deposition, increased nutrient loading, increasedchannel
instability, loss of stream bank vegetative cover and shade, resulting in increased stream temperatures.

Other potential indirect impacts to cold water fish habitat resulting from the recent wildfires is a reduction in large woody
debris (LWD) available for recruitment into fish-bearing streams. The importance of LWD and its role in fish habitat and
channel development has been described in recent literature (Bragg et al. 2000). Streamside areas that were subjected
to high intensity bums are expected to provide LWD recruitment over the next few years. However, long-term
recruitment is expected to be limited.

Crrmrrlative Effecls - Colcl Water Fisheries:

Existing cumulative watershed effects that have resulted in increased sediment yields and contributed to channel
instability have also degraded cold-water fisheries and their habitat. Sediment deposition from roads, riparian grazing

-d 
increased sediment delivery and nutrient loading resulting from the recent wildfire has occuned in stream channels

U
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within the proposed project area. These impacts are expected to increase in the short-term and decline as hydrologic

and vegetative recovery continues to occur.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The proposed State timber sale is comprised of a no-action and action altemative. The prescription for the action

alternative is to salvage log up to 60 acres of timber damaged or killed by wildfire. Up to 0.35 miles of temporary road or

skid trail construction would be constructed and 0.10 of a mile of old road reconstructed to access a portion of the sale

area.

Waler Ouality:

No Action Aftemative:

Under the No Action Altemative, existing substandard roads with inadequate road surface drainage would continue to
impact water quality and downstream beneficial uses unless mitigation and remedial actions are undertaken. Existing

effects from the recent wildfire would continue to decline as natural recovery occurs.

Action Aftemative:

lEveral changes to water quality are expected as a result of the recent Purdy Wildfire. Conceivably, areas with severe

frn intensitie-s would show increased levels of sediment, nutrients and temperature in local stream channels. In addition

to minimizing impacts from the proposed harvest activities, mitigation measures will be implemented to also help

minimize erosion associated with the recent wildfire.

Harvest units can direcly impact water quality if not properly located or buffered. The risk of impacts is greatest along

streams, wetlands and lakes. The Streamside Management Zone Law (SMZ Law) regulates forest management
activities that occur adjacent to streams, lakes or other bodies of water. All proposed activities will be conducted in

accordance with the SMZ law and Rules. All areas requiring SMZ delineation have been field reviewed by a DNRC

Hydrologist to determine their adequacy in meeting the requirements of the law and satisfying the SFLMP guidance to

protect water quality and aquatic resources. There is no SMZ harvest planned for this proposed activity.

Mitigation measures implemented during salvage operations are expected to minimize direct impacts to water quality

resulting from the proposed salvage harvest. These measures are also expected to help reduce the effects from the

recent wildfire. Mitigation anO reh-aUititation measures planned for the proposed harvest areas have been demonstrated

to be effective in reducing erosion and sediment delivery to stream channels (Robicaud 2000 and Klock 1975).

Mitigation measures include contoured tog felling, installation of water bars on skid trails, seeding with grass and

spreading of logging residue on disturbed areas for use as protective cover and mulch. Extended SMZ widths and

defining slope skidding restrictions would also be utilized to provide additional protection and reduce soil disturbance on

sensitive slopes.

Recent studies concluded that trees killed by wildfire and left slanding could still provide substantial levels of shade to

small mountain streams (Amaranthus 1988). There will be no harvesting adjacent to Wilson Creek. The bum intensities

were not intense enough to suggest fire salvage below the existing road segment paralleling Wilson Creek. The existing

road is the unit boundary.

lprtions of the sale area are drained by ephemeral draws, swales and wet areas that lack discemable stream channels.

lquipment restrictions and designated crossings will be utilized to protect allwet areas and ephemeral draws.
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The primary risk to water quality is associated with roads, especially roads constructed along or crossing streams.
Sediment delivery from existing roads is expected to increase over past levels as a result of the recent wildfire. This is
largely due to increases in runoff from loss of leaf area and the loss of road cut and fills vegetation, which provided a
stabilization mechanism. DNRC will utilize all reasonable mitigation and erosion control practices during any
reconditioning or reconstruction of all roads, stream and draw crossings during the proposed activities. Site specific
design recommendations from DNRC Hydrologist, Soil Scientist would be fully implemented under the action altemative.
Approximately .35 miles of temporary road or skid trail construction would occur to access the portions of the proposed

harvest areas. These temporary disturbances are not expected to impact water quality. This is due to BMP design, and
the proposed construction locations are not near any perennial stream channels.

Up to 1.7 miles of existing low standard road would be improved under the action altemative to a standard that meets
minimum BMPs. Under the DNRC proposal, these road segments will be improved to reduce erosion and delivery to the
affected stream channels and draw bottoms. lmprovements include, but are not limited to, installation and or
reconstruction of road surface drainage features, stabilization of eroding cut and fill slopes and installation of sediment
buffer structures i.e. slash filter windrows and/or filter fabric fencing with straw bales (depending on site location).

Cumulative Effecfs - Water QualiU:

Proper application of BMPs and site-specific designs and mitigation measures will reduce erosion and potential water
quality impacts to an acceptable level as defined by the water quality standards. Acceptable levels are defined under the

jpntana Water Quality Standards as those conditions occuning where all reasonable land, soil and water conservation

ftctices have been applied.

The proposed harvest activities are not expected to increase sediment yield to stream channels. This is largely due to
the location of the proposed harvest units along the landscape and mitigation designed to minimize erosion. Several
studies suggest that increases in erosion and sediment yield associated with post-fire harvest are largely attributed to
new road construction and use of ground based and cable yarding systems in areas having steep slopes and sensitive
soils without the protection of snow cover or frozen soils (Klock 1975 and Mclver 2000). Harvest operations would be

conducted under dry or frozen conditions.

The proposed salvage harvest is not expected to increase water yield, surface runoff, or magnitude and duration of peak

flows and consequently increased sediment delivery over those levels already expected due to the effects of the wildfire.
Only a limited number of green trees within the clearing limits of the needed skid trail or lemporary road accesi routes

would be harvested. Within the proposed units, only trees dead or dying from the direct effects of the fire or bug kill
would be salvaged.

Erosion control measures and other improvements to the existing road system are expected to result in long-term
improvements to downstream water quality and improved protection of beneficial uses. There is little risk of measurable
adverse impacts to downstream water quality and beneficial uses occurring as a result of the proposed action altemative.
No activities associated with the Wilson Creek Salvage will occur adjacent to Wilson Creek.

Cumulative Watershed Effecls:
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The No Action Altemative would maintain measurable cumulative effects from past management activities and recent

wildfire effects, but would decline as hydrologic recovery continues to occur.

Action Aftemative:

The proposed salvage will occur in stands of dead timber as a result of the recent wildfire. These trees are no longer
capable of removing water from the soil profile through the evapotranspiration process and they no longer provide

substantial green canopy critical for snow and rainfall interception. Therefore, an increase in water yield above existing
post-fire conditions is not applicable.

No increases in water yield or the magnitude and duration of peak flows are anticipated in the analysis area as a result of
the proposed salvage harvest. This is due to the fact that, primarily, only dead and dying trees will be harvested.
lncreases in sediment yield are expected to be negligible due area treated, location along the landscape, and mitigation
designed to minimize erosion.

Colrl Water Fisheries'

No Action Aftemative:

le no action altemative would continue to impact cold water fisheries habitat through erosion and sedimentation due to
lfisting road conditions and locations and the cunent grazing strategy.

Action Aftemative:

Increased levels of sedimentation resulting from the wildfire are expected to have occuned and will continue to occur
until vegetative recovery is complete. The largest "pulse" of sediment is expected to have already occuned following fall
rain events and the recent spring runoff. Mitigation measures implemented during the proposed harvest operations are
expected to reduce existing and potential sediment delivery and subsequent impacts to local fish-bearing streams. Due
to planning, harvesting locations and additional mitigation measures, it is unlikely that the proposed timber sale will affect
larye woody debris recruitment, shade or in-stream temperature into downstream fish-bearing streams.

The proposed activity would not have SMZ harvest or any harvest west of the existing Wilson Creek road. This is
expected to maximize existing stream shade and minimize the potentialfor increases in stream temperatures due to the
removal of standing trees along the channels. Additionally, this would provide for maximum future potential large woody
debris recruitment.

ln conclusion, no additional impacts as a result of the proposed project are expected to effect slream temperatures and

LWD recruitment.

Cumulative Effects - Cold Water Fisheries:

The action altemative includes improvements to mitigate problems associated with the existing road system. These

improvements are expected to reduce the risk of additional impacts to fish-bearing streams during the proposed sale

activities. In addition, these improvements would have a minor long-term positive influence on water quality and

fisheries habitat in the watersheds draining the proposed sale area.

![o additional impacts to cold water fisheries are anticipated as a result of the proposed project. Retention tree
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requirements are expected increase the longer-term probability of standing trees which would provide for LWD
recruitment and stream shade.

REGOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES

Operations conducted in or near draw features and on steeper slopes have a higher risk of impacting soil resources and

water quality. The following recommended mitigation measures would help minimize risk of impacts during the proposed

activities. These mitigation measures are standard practices that may be applied to all harvest activities associated with
the proposed Wilson Creek Fire Salvage Timber Sale. Recommended site-specific, contract design mitigation will be
provided in a separate document.

General Road Design and Mitigation Recommendations:

. Plan, design and improve existing road systems to meet long-term access needs and to fully comply with current
BMPs.

Construct drain dips, grade rolls and other drainage features where necessary and practical to insure adequate
road surface drainage. Install and maintain all road surface drainage concurrent with harvest activities,
reconstruction and reconditioning. Drain dips constructed on sustained road grades greater than 8% may
require gravelsurfacing to function properly. Sustained road grades greaterthan 107o may require installation of
conveyor belt water diverters.

Grass seed all newly constructed or reconstructed road or skid trail cut and fills immediately after excavation or
upon closure of the road or trail.

Leave all temporary or abandoned roads in a condition that will provide adequate drainage and will not require
future maintenance. Partially obliterate abandoned roads through ripping and seeding. Where it is available,
scatter slash across the ripped road surface. Install water bars at regular intervals to facilitate surface drainage.

Filter outlets of all ditches with direct delivery to streams or ephemeral draws with slash or filter fabric a'nd straw
bales.

. Limit road use and hauling to dry, frozen or snow covered conditions. Suspend operations when these conditions
are not met before rutting occurs.

General Design and Mitigation Recommendalions for Harvesl Units:

. lmplement Forestry BMPs as the minimum standard for all operations with the proposed timber sale.

. Protect all ephemeral draws, springs and wet areas with marked equipment restriction zones (ERZ). lf absolutely
necessary, designate locations for skid trail crossings. Minimize number of crossings and space at 200 feet
where feasible. This will minimize soil disturbance within the vicinity of the draws. Use designated crossings
only under dry or frozen conditions

rl
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and what additional trails are needed. Trails that do not comply with BMPs (i.e. draw bottom trails) should not be

used and closed with additional drainage installed where needed or grass seeded to stabilize the site and control
erosion.

Leave 5 - 10 tons per acre of coarse woody material larger than 3 inches in diameter scattered throughout the
sale units, predominately perpendicular to the slope. The Forest Officer should determine the appropriate
amount of material and should designate pieces that would otherwise be skidded to be left for this purpose. This
may require return skidding.

Seed skid trails over 30o/o. Scatter slash on skid trails where feasible.
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Wilson Creek Salvage
Ross Baty

Wildlife Biologist
April30, 2002

CMCKLIST FOR ENDANGERED, THREATENED AND SENSITIVE SPEICES

Pertains to Section II. 9. of the DS-252 DNRC Environmental Checklist

CENTRALLAND OFFICE

Threatened and Endangered Species [Y/\I] Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures

N = Not Present or No lmpact is Likely to Occur
Y = Tmnacts Mav Occur (Exolain Below)

Bald Eagle (Hal iae e tus leucocephalus)
Habitat: late-successional forest <1 mile fiom opan water

I NJ Suitable nesting and foraging habitat does not

occur witlin the project area or within portions of
adjacent parcels that could be influenced by project-

related activities. No direct, indirect or cumulative
e.fFects to hald easles would be anticioated.

tlfay Wolf (Canis lupus)
Habitat: ample big game pops., security from human activity

I NJ Transient use of the project area could occur,

holvever, no known den sites occur on the project

area or within one mile of the project area (J.

Fontaine, USFWS, 4/30102). Due to the limited
size, duration and location ofthe proposed

activities, there would be low potential for direct,

indirect or cumulative effects to slaYJAlYeS-

Gizzly Bear (Ursas arctos)
Habitat: recovery .reas, security from human activity

I N] The project area lies 16 miles north of the

Yellowstone Gizzly Bear Recovery Zone.
Transient use ofthe project area could occur.

However, due to the limited size, duration, location

ofthe proposed activities, and incorporation of
temporary roads in the proposed project design,

there would be low potential for measurable direct,
indirect nr crrmrrlative effects to srizzlv bears.

Canada Llnx (Felis /ynx)
Habitat: mosaics-derse sapling and old forest >5,000 ft. elev.

I N] Preferred lynx habitat types do not occur in the
project area, thus, it is unlikely that lynx would use

the area appreciably. Some transient use of the

project area is possible, however, measurable direct,

indirect or cumulative effects would not be
cnticinnfed to resrrlt from nronosed activities.

[YAI] Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures

N = Not Present or No Impact is Likely to Occur
DNRC Sensitive Species

I Nl Hahitat srritahle for rrse hv flammnl



CHECKLIST EA
zoP:aa

Flammulated Owl (O tus Jl amme o lu s)
Habitat: late-successional ponderosa pine and Doue.-fir forest

does not occur in the project area, thus, no direct,
indirect or crrmrlative effects would be anticinated.

Boreal Owl (A e go lius fun e reu s)
Habitat: mature to late-successional forest >5.200 ft. elev

I Nl Habitats and elevations used by boreal owls
occtu within the project area, however, proposed

activities would not be expected to alter any usable

existing habitat, or create disturbance that would be

expected to measurably influence nesting pairs,

should they occur in the vicinity. Thus, direct,
indirect or cumulative effects to boreal owls would
nnf he emecterl

t

Black-Backed Woodpecker (P i co i de s arct i cu s)
Habitat: mature to old bumed or beetle-infested forest

I Y ] Habitat suitable for use by black-backed
woodpeckers occurs in the project area and would
be treated under the Action Alternative (ie., up to
60 acres). Habitat is also present in portions ofthe
5,000 acres associated with the Purdy Fire-200land
within 140 acres of burned forest that would remain
on the project area post treatment. As such the
proposed project would reduce by a small
proportion. the available habitat suitable for use by
black-backs at the landscape scale. Thus, the
project rvould result in minor, indirect and

cumulative adverse eflects to black-backed
rvoodpeckers. Anticipated effects would likely not
be measurable at the scale of the 5,000-acre burn
cnmnler

Pileated Woodpecker (Dryocopus pi le atus)
Habitat: late-successional ponderosa pine and larch-fir forest

I Nl The project area occurs outside of the normal
breeding range of pileated woodpeckers. Thus,
direct, indirect or cumulative effects would not be

anticinated to resrrlt from oronosed activities.

Northern Bog Lemming (Synaptomys borealis)
Habitat: sphagrum meadows, bogs, fens with thick moss mats

I N] Sphagnum meadols, bogs and fens with thick
moss mats do not occur in the project area. Thus,
direct, indirect or cumulative effects would not be

anticinated to result from orooosed actMties.

Harlequin Duck (Iislri on i cu s h i str i on i cu s)
Habitat: white-water strearns, boulder and cobble substrates

I NJ Streams or rilers zuitable for use by harlequin
ducks do not occur in the project area, thus, direct,
indirect or cumulative effects to harlequin ducks
rrrmrld nnl lp errccled

Femrginous Hawk (Buteo regalis)
Habitat: prairies and badlands

I NJ Grassland and badland habitats suitable for use

by femrginous hawks do not occur in the project
area, thus, direct, indirect or cumulative effects to
femroinnrrc hqwlrc wnrrld nnt he exnected

Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus)
Habitat: clifffeatures near opan foraging areas and/or wetlands

I Nl Clifffeatures suitable for use by nesting
peregdne falcons do nol occur in, or rvithin l/2
mile of the project area. Thus, direct, indirect or
nrrmrrlcliwe effectc wnrrld nnt he exnected

f[ountain Plover (Charadrius montanus)
trbltat: short-gnss prairie, alkaline flats, prairie dos towns

I Nl Grassland habitats zuitable for use by
mountain plovers do not occur in the project area,

thus. direct. indirect or cumulative effects to
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moilntain nlo\€rs rvould not be exoected.

Townsend's Big-Eared Bat (P I e c o tu s towns e n di i)
Habitat: caves, cavenrs, old mines

I Nl No caves, or old mines suitable for use by
Townsend's big-eared bats occur in the project area

or within portions of adjacent parcels that could be

influenced by project-related activities. Thus,

direct, indirect or cumulative effects to Townsend's
his-erred het< rvnnld not he exnected
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CURT TESMER, Forester, Bozeman Unit
JIM KALITOWSKI, Unit Supervisor, Bozeman Unit
GARRY WILLIAMS, Area Manager, Central Land OfTice

GARY FRANK, State Land Management Section

Jf,FF COLLINS, Soil Scientist, DNRC
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TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT: Wilson Creek Salvage Timber Sale Soils Review
S % Section 36, T3S, R4E

EXISTING EFI-VIRONMENT
l.) Geolory & terrain
The sale area is located on moderate to steep slopes at the base of the foothills of the Gallatin Range. Parent materials are mainly

llmestone and shale rvhich weather to cobbly clay loam soils on the mountain sideslopes and rocky residual soils on the ridges. Deep

Itiary deposits of silts and clays occur on the draw bottoms, and grassland footslopes. There are no unusual geologic features in the

-sale area. There are localized spots of marginal slope stability lvithin the general area that require careful location of roads and har-

vest units. Harvest units are located to avoid areas of marginal slope instability. Rock outcrops and fractured bedrock occur along
ridgelines

2.) Soils
Primary soils within the harvest area are a complex of Whitore grarelly clay loams and Sicklesteets cobbly clay loams on moderate

slopes of 20 to 45Yo with a few steep pitches over 45%o. Whitore soils have more fractured gravels developed from fractured
limestone forming on mountain hillsides. Sicklesteets soils have higher clay contents and more commonly occur in concave slopes

and draws. Surface soils are typically 8-12" depth gravelly silt loams. Erosion hazard is moderate to high, increasing rvith slope and

area where the soil duffwas burned. Erosion can be controlled rvith standard drainage features. These soils are subject to deep rut-
ting and compaction if operated on when wet. Season of use is limited to frozen ground or dry summer months because soils tend to
remain wet until late in the spring (tlpically June). These soils are adequately suited to tnctor operations.

Ridges and the steeper sideslopes have shallower soils of loams over gnvelly and cobbly silty clay loams and fractured rock, are

more droughty and have a longer season ofuse. Slopes over 40%o have a higher risk ofdisplacement.

Fnvironmenlal Fffects of No Action Alfernafive
The No-Action alternative would have some potential direct and indirect effects on soil resources associated with the fire. Direct
effects of the fire are varying levels of loss of vegetative cover, surface duff in severe burn, coarse woody debris on the soil surface

and heat altered soils. The indirect effect is increased soil erosion related to burn severity and increased runoffassociated with the
moderately hydrophobic (water repellant) soils within the State section until ameliorated.

With No-action alternative we expect erosion to increase the first year after fire and slowly stabilize as native vegetation reoccupies

the site. Summer thunderstorms present the highest risk of short term erosion. Existing roads with inadequate drainage would

-qontinue 
to erode without maintenance. There is some risk of shallow slope instability on some areas with increased soil moisture

Jsociated with the burned loss of trees, and depending on seismic activity. Roads with poor drainage would be at higher risk of
localized instability.
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Cumulalive Fffecfs of No Aclion
No-action would have some limited effect of continued erosion. Without the salvage operations there could be some cumulative

effects over time that adequate Forest Improvement funds may not be available to complete periodic road maintenance, erosion

control and weed control tg'o.ts. Funds from salvage operations provide funds for periodic maintenance and repairs.

Fffeets of fhe Acfion AllPrnalive

For the Action Alternative we evaluate the effects of timber harvest and expect that fire effects would be similar to the

no-action alternative. Effects of tractor skidding harvest could cause direct effect of soil disturbance that could result in

increased erosion. Natural rates of erosion will be high, but we expect erosion would not be substantially more than

severe burned areas not planned for harvest, based on implementation of attached mitigation measures. During sale

development, DNRC was very concerned about the effects of the fire on soils, loss of vegetation and design of harvest

systems relative to terrain and slope. Harvest units are designed to avoid ground skidding on small areas of marginal

stability.

For the action alternative, specific mitigations and BMP's would be implemented to minimize the area and degree of soil

effects associated with proposed harvest. Mitigations include skid trail planning, limit tractors to slopes less than 35o/o,

placing drainage and woody debris on trails to control erosion. The most sensitive soils are found on wet sites and steep

slopeJin the severe burn aieas, which will avoided or protected with site specific mitigation measures. Ground effects of

harvest operations will be closely monitored. Placing coarse woody debris and broken tops on slopes can have some

lrnediate benefit to slow surface water runoff and reduce erosion as observed on other fires (Sula 2000).

v
We do not expect any significant soils impacts if action alternative will implement BMP'S and site specific mitigation measures to

protect soil and water resources. Portions of existing roads that have inadequate drainage and do not comply with BMP's will be

iepaired to improve drainage and control erosion" New temporary roads or skid trails are short in length (two segments totaling .35

of a mile). involve minimal excavation and would be stabilized and revegetated after use.

Crrmrrlafive Effects
No previous harvest units would be reentered, and there is low risk of cumulative effects based on the mitigation planned

(see mitigation measures) that would minimize the area of detrimental soil impacts. As part of salvage rehab treatments,

roads would have adequate drainage installed and revegetated to control erosion on roads will help reduce erosion and

help disperse runoff from roads. Coarse woody debris will be retained to help reduce erosion within harvest units, and

maintain nutrient cycling for long term productivity.

MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ACTION ALTERNATIVE:
* Limit equipment operations to periods when soils are relatively dry Qess than20o/o) to minimize soil compaction and rutting, and

maintain drainage features. Check soil moisture conditions prior to equipment start-up.

* The logger and sale administrator will agree to a general skidding plan prior to equipment operations. Designate landing sites and

skid trails to avoid short steep slopes and small slumps.

* Retain 5-10 tons/acre coarse woody debris in harvest units as feasible for nutrient cycling and long-term productivity. Where

woody debris is less than 5 tonVacre, in woods processing, return skid or other options may be required to achieve well distributed

woody debris.
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Cover Letter August 9 2042

TO: Governor's Office, Barbara Ranf, Rm. 204, State Capitol, P.O. Box 200801, Helena, MT 59620-0801
Environmental Quality Council, Capitol Building, Room 106, P.O Box 201104, Helena, MT 59620
Dept. of Environmenlal Quality, Metcalf Building, P.O. Box 200901, Helena, MT 59620-0901

Director's Office
Dept. ofNatural Resources and Conservation, US F&G Bldg. 1625 17"' Ave. Helena,MT 59620

Director's Office
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Wayne Hadley, MT Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, P.O. Box l, Deer Lodge, MT 59i22

MT Historical Society, State Historic Preservation Office, P.O. Box 201202 Helena, MT 59620-1202
MT State Library, 1515 E. Sixth Ave., P.O. Box 201800, Helena, MT 59620
Montana Environmental Information Center, P.O. Box I184, Helena,MT 59624
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Ed Lord, Flint Creek Water Users Association, Box 4796 Skalkaho Rd., Philisburg, MT 59858
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, MT Field Offrce, 100 N. Park Ave. Helena, MT 59601
Wildlife Federation, P.O. Box 1175, Helena,MT 59624
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Ladies and Gentlemen:

The enclosed Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared for the Marshall Canal Siphon Replacement Project and
is submitted for your consideration. Please feel free to contact me at (406) 444-6622 (e-mail idomino(Estate.mt.us) should
you have any questions or cornments. Comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m., September 9 2002. Comments can also
be mailed to: MT Dept. of Natural Resources and Conservation, State Water Projects Bureau, 48 N. Last Chance Gulch,
P.O. Box 201601, Helena, MT 59620-1601, attn. James P. Domino. Copies of the EA are available upon request. The EA
can also be viewed on the DNRC website at www.dnrc.state.mt.us Thank you.

Sincerelv.A -Pn
l-16JY\04't UW
V*", P. Domino

Environmental Specialist
State Water Projects Bureau

STATE WATER PROJECTS
BUREAU

(406) 411-6616



DMFT ENVI RONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

MEPA CHECKLIST

Part l. Proposed Action Description

1. Type of PropoecdStateAc'tion

2. Agency Authorfty for the Proposed Action

Oruner: MT Dept. of Natural Resources and Conservation: Sec.85-1-210.85-1-211.85S109 (5) (199il MCA.

3. Name of Project Marshall Canal Siphon Replacement

4. Narne, Addrsss and Phone Number of Proiect Sponsor (if other than the agency)

MT. Dept. of Natural Resources & Conservation, 48 N. Last Chance Gulch, P.O. Box 201601, Helena,
MT 59620 - 1601 (Nq 44.4{f4}6

5. lf Applicable: Estimated Construction/Commen@ment Date Seotember 30. 2002
Estimated Completion Date April 30. 2003
Cunent Status of Project Design (% complete) N/A %

6. Location Affected by Proposed Action (coufi, range and township)

Gnanite Countv- To\,vnship 6N. Ranoe 14W. l.lw %. i.lw %. Section 10

7. Project Size: Estlmate the number of acres that would be direc{ly affocted that are cumently:
(a) Developed:

Residential ......acres
Industial..... .... acres (d) Ploductive:
Open Space/
Wbodlands /
Recre$on.. ...acres

(b) Weflands/Riparian
Areas.......... .. acres

8. Map/site plan: attach an origina,81t2'x 11" or larger section of the most recent USGS
7.5'series topognaphic map showing the location and boundaries of the area that would be
afiected by the proposed action. A differcnt map scale may be substituted if more
appropriate or lf rcquircd by agency rule. lf available, a site plan should also be attached.

Map and project drawings attached.

Inigated croplard..... ... acreg
Dry cropland acres
Forestry...... acres

X Rangeland.. ..............2 acres
(e) Other:........ ................acres



9. Narrative Summary of the Proposed Action or Project including the Benefits and Purpose of the
Proposed Action.

The Marshall Canal is a component of the Flint Creek Water Project and is being proposed for eventual transfer to
the Flint Creek Water Users Association. The siphon is located in Granite County, T6N, R 14W, NW 1/o, NW lo of
section 10. lt consists of an underground 36" steel pipe, approximately 550 feet in length. The siphon connects two
portions of the canal through a small valley that is bisected by a small, spring fed intermittent stream. The siphon was
constructed in 1939 as part of the Flint Creek Water Project. lt was placed to eliminate the need to construct the canal
channel through the upper part of the valley. The Marshall Canal and siphon are owned by the DNRC. The
surrounding lands are privately owned. The DNRC possesses an easement for access to the canal and siphon.

The Marshall Creek Siphon is approaching imminent failure. The pipe is severely corroded along its length. The
siphon burst on May 22 of this year, which necessitated the shutdown of the irrigation-canal system for the west side of
the Philipsburg Valley. The emergency repair involved exposing the siphon and welding a steel-plate patch, measuring
6" X 24"x114", along the bottom of the pipe. Upon inspection of the siphon, it was revealed that 75% of the interior
surface was deeply pitted with rust and that the combined forces of corrosion and scouring have abraded the pipe wall
at the invert to an unacceptable thickness of one-sixteenth of an inch. The repair was only an expedient measure taken
to return the siphon into service for the current irrigation season. DNRC engineering staff has been evaluating different
alternatives for the replacement of the siphon. The project will most likely require the excavation and removal of the old
steel pipe, and the installation and backfilling of a new 3' X 550' piping system. The original concrete inlet and outlet
structures would be utilized. A coated steel pipe with galvanic corrosion protection, plastic pipe, PCV pipe, concrete
pipe, and fiberglass pipe are various options available for the replacement alternative. The costs for these systems is
similar, i.e., approximately $100,000 to $120,000. lt is anticipated that the new pipe would have a service life of 75 to
100 years, depending on the material used. The disturbed area for the excavation alternatives would extend along the
length of the pipe and about three feet on either side. An existing gravel road would be used to access the work site. A
tracked excavator and backhoe will be used for the project. Any disturbed areas would be reclaimed and reseeded
upon completion of the project. The irrigation canal would not be operational during the project.

A second alternative to replacing the siphon would be to repair the existing steel pipe with installation of a plastic liner.
This option would be more expensive, about $165,000, and have an anticipated service life of less than 20 years. This
option would involve less on-site physical disturbance.

Listing of any other Local, State or Federal agency that has overlapping or additionaljurisdiction.

(a) Permits:

Aqencv Name Permit Date Filed/#

10.

MT Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parks
MT Dept. of Environmental Quality
MT State Historic Preservation Office
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

124-Permit
318- Authorization
Cultural Clearance
404-Permit

Pending
Pending
Clearance obtained 7 125102

Pending



10. (Gontinued)

(b) Funding:

AoencvName Fundino Amount

11.

DNRC Emergency RepairAccount $100,000 - $120,000 (replacement)

$165,000 (liner)

(c) CIherOverlappingorAdditionalJurisdictionalResponsibilities:

Aoenor Name Tvoe of Resoonsibilitv

N/A

List of Agencies Gonsulted durlng Preparation of the EA:

Montana Departmentof Fish, Wildfife and Parks
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
MT State Library, Natural Resources lnformation System
MT State Historic Preservation ffice
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers



Part ll. Environmental

1. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

1. LAND RESOURCES

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Soil instability or
changes in geologic
substructure?

b. Disruption,
displacement, erosion,
compaction, moisture loss,
or over-covering of soil
which would reduce
productivity or fertility?

c. Destruction, covering or
modification of any unique
geologic or physical
features?

d. Changes in siltation,
deposition or erosion
patterns that may modify
the channel of a river or
stream or the bed or shore
of a lake?

e. Exposure of people or
property to earthq uakes,
landslides, ground failure,
or other natural hazard?

f. Other:

Checklist Review

IMPACTS

Unknown' BPqnincant
lmFacts

Minor
lmpacts*

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts*

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated.

Comment lndex

X

X

X

X

X
See comment

1b. 1.b

1b) Minor, short-term impacts would occur to the over covering of soil with the replacement alternative.

Approximately 2 acres of ground would be disturbed by the excavation of the pipe. Little or no ground disturbance
would occur with the liner alternative. All disturbed areas would be reclaimed and reseeded upon completion of the
project. No long-term or significant impacts are anticipated with either the replacement or liner alternatives.



PHYSICAL
ENVIRONIt|ENT

{Gontlnued)

2. AIR

Wll the proposed ac{on
result in:

a. Emission of air
pollutants or deterioration
of ambient air quallty?

b. Creation of
objectionable odors?

c. Alteration of air
movement, moisfure, or
tempenafure pattems or
any drange in dimate,
either locally or regionally?

d. Advgrse effecG on
vegetation, induding
crops, due to increased
emissions of pollutanb?

IMPACTS

Unloovrn'
No
Significant
lmpacts

Minor
lmpact"

Potenfally
Significant
lmpacts'

Can lmpacts
be Mitgated'

Comment Index

X

X

X

x

2e

b

e. Other:

2 a&b) During construction, equipment emissions would contain some pollutants. Because of the rural location of
this site, these emissions should not impact adjacent properly owners. The impacts would be short-term and end
upon completion of the Project.



PHYSICAL
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3. WATER

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Discharge into surface
water or any alteration of
surface water quality
including but not limited to
temperature, dissolved
oxygen or turbidity?

b. Changes in drainage
patterns or the rate and
amount of surface runoff?

c. Alteration of the course
or magnitude of flood
water or other flows?

d. Changes in the amount
of surface water in any
water body or creation of a
new water body?

e. Exposure of people or
property to water related
hazards such as flooding?

f. Changes in the quality of
groundwater?

g. Changes in the quantity
of groundwater?

h. lncrease in the risk of
contamination of surface
or groundwater?

i. Violation of the Montana
Non-Degradation Statute?

j. Effects on any existing
water right or reservation?

k. Effects on other water
users as a result of any
alteration in surface or
groundwater quality?

l. Effects on other users as
a result of any alteration in

surfuce or groundwater
quantity?

IMPACTS

Unknown*
NO

Significant
lmpacts

Minor
lmpacts.

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts*

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated-

Comment lndex

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

3a.

3j

3k.

3a. The siphon runs through a small valley that is bisected by a small intermittent spring fed creek. This unnamed

creek usually stops flowing, normally by the end of the summer, in an average precipitation year. lt is anticipated

that the replacement or liner alternatives would not result in any significant impacts to surface water'

3k&J. The canal is normally shut down by the end of September and would be inoperable during the proposed

construction, resulting in no impacts to water rights or water users.
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4. VEGETATION

lMll the proposed action
result in:

a. Changes in the
diversity, productivity or
abundance of plant

species (induding tees,
shrubs, grass, crcps, and
aquatic plantsp

b. Alteration of a plant
community?

c. Adverse effecb on any
unique, rare, threatened,
or erdangeled phnt
species?

d. Reducton in acreage or
produc{vity of any
agricutural land?

e. Esbblishment or spread
of noxious weeds?

f. Othen

IMPACTS

Unknown'
No
Significant
lmpa6ts

Minor
lmpacts'

Potentially
Slgniftcant
lmpacts*

Can lmpacts
be mitgated'

Comment Index

x

X

x

x

X

h

4c

+

4a) Approximately two acres of ground cover vegetation would be disturbed, consisting of mostly sage and native
gpsses with the replacement altemative. Little or no vegetative cover would be disturbed with the liner alternative.

Any areas disturbed would be redaimed and reseeded using native seed stock.

4c.) A file search on plant species of special oon@rn was conducted by the Natural Resources Information System

of the Montana State Library. No threatened, endangered or listed plant species of special concem are known to

exist in the project area. Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (DFWP) and the U.S Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) will

also have the opportunity to comment on the proposed action. Any comments or recommendations received from

the DFWP and/or the FWS will be incorporated into the Final EA and Notice of Decision.

4e) The ground disturbance associated with the replacement alternative would increase the potential for weeds to

be established. The potential for weed proliferation would be less under the liner alternative. Weed control

measures would be implemented by the Water Users as part of the project. No significant, long-term impacts are

anticipated.



PHYSIGAL
ENVIRONMENT

O 
(Continued )

5. FISHA/VILDLIFE

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Deterioration of critical
fish or wildlife habitat?

b. Changes in the
diversity or abundance of
game animals or bird
species?

c. Changes in the
diversity or abundance of
nongame species?

d. lntroduction of new
species into an area?

e. Creation of a barrier to
the migration or
movement of animals?

f. Adverse effects on any
unique, rare, threatened,
or endangered species?

g. Increase in conditions
that stress wildlife
populations or limit
abundance (including

harassment, legal or
illegal harvest or other
human activity)?

h. lmpacts to any
wetlands?

i. Other

IMPACTS

Unknown*
No
Significant
lmpacts

Minor
lmpacts.

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts*

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated"

Comment Index

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

5a

5f.

ch

5a&f) A file search on animal species of special concern was conducted by the Natural Resources Information
System of the Montana State Library. No threatened, endangered or listed animal species of special concern are
known to exist in the immediate project area. Flint Creek (located approximately 112 mile east of the siphon) and
Trout Creek (located approximately 1 mile south of the siphon) are designated as bull trout habitat. Montana Fish,

Wildlife and Parks (DFWP)and the U.S Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) will be consulted to identify any potential

impacts to bull trout. Comments, recommendations and/or mitigation proposals received from the DFWP and/or the
FWS will be incorporated into the Final EA and Notice of Decision. lt is not anticipated that any of the proposed

action alternatives would impact bull trout due to the proximity of the siphon to the listed bull trout streams, and the
intermittent nature of the stream where the siphon is located. The no action alternative could result in potential

impacts downstream should the siphon fail due to the potential for sedimentation and siltation from flooding.

5h ) The intermittent stream channel in the immediate vicinity of the canal would be impacted by the replacement
alternative due to the excavation and backfilling. Little or no disturbance is associated with the liner option. lt is not

anticipated that any longterm significant impacts to existing or potential wetlands would occur due to the small

areas of disturbance and the reclamation and reseeding of all disturbed areas. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

would be consulted as part of the 4}4-Permitting process.



2. HUTAN
ENVIRONTENT

6. NOISE/ELECTRICAL
EFFECTS

\Mll the proposed ac-tion

result in:

a. Increases in existing
noise levels?

b. Exposure of people b
severe or nuisance noise
levels?

c. Creaton of elec{rostafc
or electomagnetic efiecb
that could be detimental
b human health or
pmpst]fl

d. lnterbrcnce wlth radlo
or televlslon reception and
openaton?

e. Ofren

IMPACTS

Unknown'
No
Significant
lmpacts

Minor
lmpacts'

Potentially
Significant
lmpacb'

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated'

Comment lndex

X

X

X

X
See comment

6a.
6a

6a) During construction, noise levels would temporarily increase from equipment operations. Because of the rural
location of this site,'this should not impact adjacent property owners. The impacts would be short-term and end
upon oompletion of the prolect.



HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

7. LAND USE

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Alteration of or
interference with the
productivity or profi tability
of the existing land use of
an atea?

b. Conflict with a
designated natural area or
area of unusual scientific
or educational
importance?

c. Conflict with any
existing land use whose
presence would constrain
or potentially prohibit the
proposed action?

d. Adverse effects on or
relocation of residences?

e. Increase regulatory
restrictions on private
property rights?

f. Other:

IMPACTS

Unknown.
No
Significanl
lmpacts

Minor
lmpacts*

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts-

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated*

Comment Index

X

X

X

X

See comment
7a.

7a.) Under the no action alternative, the productivity and profitability of the existing agricultural lands served by the
Marshal Canal could be severely impacted should the siphon fail.



HUIIAN ENVIRONMENT
(Gontinued)

8. RISIVHEALTH
HAZARDS

Wll the proposed action
result in:

a. Risk of an explosion or
release of hazardous
substances (inclutting but
not limlted to oll,
pesticid€s, dremicals, or
radiaton) in the event of
an accident or other brms
of disruplion?

b. Afiectan er(igtirg
eme€ency rcsponse or
eme€ency evaqlaton
plan or cr6eb a need for a
new plan?

c. Creaton ofany human
health hazard or potential

fplzird?

d. Ofrter

Minor
lmpacts'

No
Signlficant
lmpacts

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts'

Can lmpacb
be Mitigated*

Comment Index

IMPACTS



HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Gontinued)

9. COMMUNITY
IMPACTS

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Alteration of the
location, distribution,
density, or growth rate of
the human population of
an area?

b. Alteration of the social
structure of a community?

c. Alteration of the level or
distribution of employment
or community or personal
income?

d. Changes in industrial or
commercial activity?

e. Increased traffic
hazards or effects on
existing transportation
facilities or patterns of
movement of people and
goods?

f. Other:

IMPACTS

Unknown*
No
Significant
lmpacts

Minor
lmpacts"

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts.

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated"

Comment Index

X

X

X

-Qce
coirfrent 9c.

See comment
9d.

Oa

9d.

9c&d) The community and personal income levels and commercial activity could be seriously impacted should the
siphon fail under the no action alternative, due to the possibility that farms and ranches dependent on the Marshall
Canal for irrigation and stock watering could go out of business.



HUiIAN ENVIRONMENT
(Gontinued)

IMPACTS

Unknown'
No
Significant
lmpacG

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts'

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated*

Comment Index

10. PUBLIC SERVICES/
TMES/UTILITIES

Wll the proposed action:

a. Have an effect upon or
result in a need br new or
altered govemmenbl
services in any of the
following areas: fire or
police protection, schools,
parks/recreational
facilities, roads or other
public maintenance, water
supply, saler or septic
systems, solid waste
disposal, heallh, or other
govemmental services? lf
any, specify:

b. Haw an efiect upon he
local or stat6 tax base and
revenues?

c. Result in a need for new
ft cilities or substantial
alteratons of any of the
bllowing utili0es: electic
pot rer, nat ral gas, oher
tuel supply or distibution
systems, or
communicatons?

d. Result in increased use
of any cnegy source?

e. Other:

10b. The no action altemative could result in the possible delay of the proposed transfer of this project, resulting in
continued State liability for the property and the need for administrative oversight.

o

T4



HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

11. AESTHETICS/
RECREATION

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Alteration of any scenic
vista or creation of an
aesthetically offensive siie
or effect that is open to
public view?

b. Alteration of the
aesthetic character of a
community or
neighborhood?

c. Alteration of the quality
or quantity of recreational
opportunities and
settings?

d. Other:

No
Significant
lmpacts

Minor
lmpacts-

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts'

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated-

Comment Index



HUTIAN ENVIRONTENT
(Gontinued)

12. CULTURAU
HISTORICAL
RESOURCES

Wll the propos€d acffon
Bsult ln:

a. Destucton or
alteratlon of any site,
sEucture or obiect of
prohisbdc, hisbric, or
paleontological
importane?

b. Phpical drange that
unuld afiect unique
cuttural wlues?

c. Efiects on eldstng
religbus or sacred uses
of a site or ar€a?

IMPACTS

Unknom'
No
Slgnificant
lmpacts

Minor
lmpacts'

Potentally
Slgnificant
lmpacts'

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated'

Comment lndex

x

X

x

12a

12b

't2c

d. Olhel:

12a,b & c) An assessment on potential impacts to cultural resour@s was completed by the State Historlc
Preservation Ofrice (SHPO). The SHPO revie\rv indicated a low likelihood of impacts to cultural or historic
resour@s.

l6



3. SIGNIFICANGE
CRITERIA

13. SUMMARY
EVALUATION OF
SIGNIFICANCE

Will the proposed action,
considered as a whole:

a. Have impacts that are
individually limited, but
cumulatively
considerable? (A project or
program may result in
impacts on two or more
separate resources which
create a significant effect
when considered together
or in total.)

b. Involve potential risks or
adverse effects which are
uncertain but extremely
hazardous if they were to
occur2

c. Potentially conflict with
the substantive
requirements of any local,
state, or federal law,
regulation, standard or
formal plan?

d. Establish a precedent or
likelihood that future
actions with signifi cant
environmental impacts will
be proposed?

e. Generate substantial
debate or controversy
about the nature of the
impacts that would be
created?

f. Other:

Unknown*
No
Significant
lmpacts

Minor
lmpacts.

IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts*

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated"

Comment lndex

t7



Part lll. Altematives and Evaluation

1. Description and analysis of reasonable alternatives (including the no action alternative) to the proposed action

whenever altematives are reasonably available and prudent to consider and a discussion of how the alternatives

would be implemented. Also, identiff the prefened altemative and provide justification for its selection:

A. No action - The ability of the Marshall Canal to deliver irrigation water would be negatively impacted should the

siphon fail, resulting in potentially severe economic impacts to farmers and ranchers and to the commercial

activity and personal income levels in the area. There could also be a negative effect to the regional

e@nomy, which is heavily dependent on agriculture. Downstream water quality could also be negatively

impacted due to sedimentation, siltation and flooding should the siphon fail. The no action alternative would

also result in the possible delay of the proposed transfer of this project, resulting in continued State liability for

the proper$ and administrative oversight.

B. Proceed as planned with the project - Replacement Option. This will have the beneficial effects of allowing for

the continued provision of irrigation water through the canal, thereby maintaining the areas economy, which is

heavily dependent on agricultural, and eliminating the State's liability and administrative oversight of the
property by allowing the proposed transfer to proceed. The replacement option is less costly ($100,000 -

$120,000 compared to $165,000 for a liner) and will provide a much longer-term solution (75 to 100 years).

The impacts associated with the replacement option from the increased disturbance are short-term, minor

and/or non-signift cant.

C. Proced as planned with the project - Liner Option. This option involves little or no ground disturbance, with

fewer potential environmentral impacts. A significantly higher cost would be incuned ($165,000)with a shorter

anticipated useful life span for the system (less than 20 years). This option would also have the beneficial

effects of allowing for the continued provision of inigation water through the canal, thereby helping to suOOo[
the area's agriculturale@nomy, and eliminating the State's liability and administrative oversight of the prop{
by allowing the proposed transfer to proceed.

Proposed lmplementatlon of Action Alternatives (B & G):

Oring to the urgency for the replacement of this siphon, it would be most expedient to contrac't for professional

services by direct negotiation and to solicit estimates from three local contractots, and thus streamline the
design/build process as much as possible. Since the canal must be dry before construction can commence, it

would be desirable to begin the project at the end of the present inigation season, remove the old pipe and lay the

new pipe this fall, and complete the pipe-trench backfilling and site restoration activities next spring before ttle
onset of the next irigation season.

Preferred Alternative

The prefened alternative is Altemative B, the replacement option. This is prefened due to the lower cost and

significantly tonger service life compared to Alternative C. No significant environmental impacts are anticipated
with Altemative B. The No Action Alternative A could result in potentially significant impacts should the siphon fail.

2. Evaluation and listing of mitigation, stipulation, or other control measures enforceable by the agency or another
government agency:

No significant impacts are anticipated as a result of either of the proposed action alternatives. Minor, short-term

and temporary impacts to soil over covering, vegetative cover, and weed proliferation associated with the

replacement option would be mitigated by the reclamation and reseeding of all disturbed areas, and the
implementation of weed control measures. lmpacts related to noise and air emissions would be temporary,

significant and end upon completion of the project. Potentially significant impacts could occur to the areas

18
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agricultural economy and to downstream water quality from siltation, sedimentation and flooding should the siphon

fail.

3. Based on the significance criteria evaluated in this EA, is an EIS required? YES / NO lf an EIS is not required,

explain why.

The EA is the appropriate level of analysis for this proposed action.

This is appropriate due to the absence of any significant negative impacts.

4. Describe the level of public involvement for this project if any and, given the complexity and the seriousness of

the environmental issues associated with the proposed action, is the level of public involvement appropriate under

the circumstances?

The appropriate level of public involvement for this proposal is the distribution of the draft EA to those agencies,

groups and individuals listed on the EA cover page for review and/or comment, and publication of the proposed

action in the legal notices section of the Helena Independent Record and Butte Montana Standard newspapers.

This is an appropriate level of public involvement considering the absence of any negative impacts associated with

the proposed actions.

5. Duration of comment period if any: Copies of the EA can be obtained from the address listed below.

Comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m., September 9 2OO2 and should be submitted to DNRC at the address

listed below.

6. Name, title, addresses and telephone number of the Person(s) Responsible for Preparing the EA:

James P. Domino, Environmental Specialist, Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, Water

Resources Division, State Water Projects Bureau, 48 N. Last Chance Gulch, P.O. Box 201601, Helena, MT

59620-1601, (406) 444-6622. e-mail jdomino@state.mt.us The EA can also be viewed on the DNRC

website at www.dnrc.state. mt.us.



Part lV. Narrative Evaluation and Comment

The action altematives as proposed do not have any significant impacts. Minor, short-term and temporary impacts

to soil overcovering, vegetative @ver, and weed proliferation associated with the replacement option would be
mitigated by the reclamation and reseeding of alldisturbed areas, and the implementation of weed control
measures. lt is not anticipated that any impacts vvould occur to bull trout habitat or to any other plant or animal
species of.special @ncem with implementation of either of the action alternatives. lmpacts related to noise and air
emissions would be temporary, non-signiflcant and end upon completion of the project. The public benefits of
allowing for the continued provision of inigation water through the canal, thus supporting the area's agricultural
economy and eliminating the State's liability and administrative oversight responsibilities for inigation canals by
allowing the proposed transfer to proceed, are ample justification for the proposed action altematives. Potentially
significant negative impacts to the area's agricultural economy and downstream water quality are associated with
the no action alternative and could occur should the siphon fail. Public health and safety would not be negatively

impacted by either of the proposed action alternatives.

20
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION

DIRECTOR'S OFFTCE @0 6\ 444-207 4

TELEFAX NUMBER (406) 444.2584

Cover Letter

- 
STATE OF MONTANA

WATER RESOURCES DIVISION (406\ 444.6601.
TELEFAX NUMBERS (406) 444-0533 I (406,444-5918

TO: Governor's Office, Barbara Ranf, Rm. 204, State Capitol, P.O. Box 200801, Helena, MT 59620-0801

Environmental Quality Council, Capitol Building, Room 106, P.O Box 201704, Helena, MT 59620

Dept. of Environmental Quality, Metcalf Building, P.O. Box 200901, Helena, MT 59620-0901

Director's Office
Dept. of Natural Resources and Conservation, US F&G Bldg. 1625 I ltr'Ave. Helena, MT 59620

Director's Office
Information Services S ection
Water Resources Division, 48 N. Last Chance Gulch, P.O. Box 201601, Helena, MT 59620-1601

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, 1420F,.6"'Ave. Helena, MT 59620
Director's Office
FWP Region 2 Office, 3201 Spurgin Road, Missoula, MT 59804
Wayne Hadley, MT Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, P.O. Box l, Deer Lodge, MT 59722

MT Historical Society, State Historic Preservation Office, P.O. Box 201202 Helena, MT 59620-1202

MT State Library, 1515 E. Sixth Ave., P,O. Box 201800, Helena, MT 59620
Montana Environmental Information Center, P.O. Box 1184, Helena, MT 59624
Montana Audubon Council, P.O. Box 595, Helena,MT 59624
Ed Lord, Flint Creek Water Users Association, Box 4796 Skalkaho Rd., Philisburg, MT 59858
Granite County Commissioners, P.O. Box929, Philipsburg, MT 59858-0925
Northern Plains Resource Council, 2401 Montana Ave. Suite 200, Billings, MT 59101-2336

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 301 S. Park Ave. Drawer 10014, Helena, MT 59626-0014

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, MT Field Office, 100 N. Park Ave. Helena, MT 59601

Wildlife Federation, P.O. Box I175, Helena, MT 59624
Trout Unlimited. P.O. Box 7186. Missoula. MT 59807

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The enclosed Finding of No Significant Impact / Decision Notice has been prepared for the Marshall Canal

Siphon Replacement Project. Please feel free to contact James P. Domino at (406) 444-6622, e-mail
jdomino@state.mt.us should you have any questions about the Finding of No Significant Impact / Decision
Notice or the Final EA. Copies of the Final EA are available upon request, The Final EA can also be viewed

on the DNRC website at www.dnrc.state.mt.us. Thank you.

48 NORTH LAST CHANCE GULCH
PO BOX 201601

HELENA, MONTANA 59620-1501

September l0 2002

WATER RIGHTS
BUREAU

(406) 444-65^10

STATE WATER PROJECTS
BUREAU

(406) 444-5616

W,{TER MANACEMEn"I
BUREAU

(106', J14-6637

WA'TER OPEITATIONS
BUREAU

(106);144-0860



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/
NOTICE OF DECISION

September 10 2002

Dear Reader:

The Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) released a draft Environmental

Assessment (EA) on the Marshall Canal Siphon Replacement Project on August 9 2002' The Marshall Canal is a

component of the Flint Creek Water Project. The siphon is located in Granite County, T6N, R l4W, NW %, NW %
of section 10. It consists of an underground 36" steel pipe, approximately 550 feet in length. The siphon was

constructed in 1939. The Marshall Canal and siphon are owned by the DNRC, while the sunounding lands are

privately owned. The DNRC possesses an easement for access to the canal and siphon. The siphon is severely

conoded along its length and approaching imminent failure. It ruptured on May 22 of this year, which necessitated

the shutdown of the irrigation-canal system for the west side of the Philipsburg Valley. The emergency repair

involved welding a steel-plate patch. The repair was a temporary measure taken to return the siphon into service for

the current inigition season. The DNRC evaluated two alternatives for the replacement of the siphon' The

preferred alternative would involve the excavation and removal of the old steel pipe, and installation and backfilling

of u tr"* 3' X 550' piping system (replacement alternative). The original concrete inlet and outlet structures would

still be utilized. A coated steel pipe with galvanic corrosion protection, plastic pipe, PCV pipe, concrete pipe, and

fiberglass pipe are various options available for the replacement alternative. It is anticipated that the new pipe

would have a service life of 75 to 100 years, and cost from $100,000 to $120,000 depending on the material used.

The disturbed area for the excavation would extend along the length of the pipe and about three feet on either side,

with an existing gravel road used to access the work site. A tracked excavator and backhoe would be used for the

project. Any disturbed areas would be reclaimed and reseeded upon completion of the project. A second

alternative would be to repair the existing steel pipe with the installation of a plastic liner. This option would be

more expensive, about $165,000, and have an anticipated service life of less than20 years. This option would
involve less on-site physical disturbance. Construction is tentatively planned to begin on September 30 2002 and

be completed in the spring of 2003, before the inigation season begins. The Montana Department of Environmental

Quality, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Montana Natural Heritage Program, State Historic

Preservation Office and the Army Corps of Engineers were consulted as part of the draft EA development. The

public comment period closed on September 9 2002, with one comment received. An individual was concerned

about the DNRC interfering with the delivery of water to the Water Users. It was explained that the proposed

project would enhance the delivery of water and not cause any interference. The individual was not opposed to the

project. Based on comments received, the EA's disclosure and analysis of potential impacts, the DNRC concludes

ihat the proposed action will not result in any significant impacts. The DNRC will adopt the draft EA as the final

EA and proceed with the project as planned, with the preferred replacement alternative. Copies of the Final EA are

available upon request. The Final EA can also be viewed on the DNRC website at www.dnrc.mt.us. Please direct

any questions to:
James P. Domino
State Water Projects Bureau
DNRC, P.O. Box 201601
Helena, MT 59620-1601
(406) 444-6622
e-mail: jdomino@state.mt.us

Thank you for your interest.

Sincerely
Jack Stults
Water Resources Division Administrator



DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION

Cover Letter

I-STATE OF MONTANA
WATER RESOURCES DIVISION (406\ 444-6601
TELEFAX NUMBERS (405) 444-0s33 | (40O 444-ss78

TO: Governor's Office, BarbaraRanf, Rm. 204,State Capitol, P.O. Box 200801, Helena, MT 59620-0801
Environmental Quality Council, Capitol Building, Room 106, P.O Box 20l704,Helena, MT 59620
Dept. of Environmental Quality, Metcalf Building, P.O. Box 200901, Helena, MT 59620-0901

Director's Office
Dept. of Natural Resources and Conservation, US F&G Bldg. 1625 I l'h Ave. Helena, MT 59620

Director's Office
Information Services Section
WaterResources Division,48 N. Last Chance Gulch, P.O. Box 20L601,Helena, MT 59620-1601

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, 1420 E.6'oAve. Helena, MT 59620
Director's Office
FWP Region 2 Office, 3201 Spurgin Road, Missoula, MT 59804
Wayne Hadley, MT Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, P.O. Box 1, Deer Lodge, MT 59722

MT Historical Society, State Historic Preservation Office, P.O. Box 201202 Helena, MT 59620-1202
MT State Library, 1515 E. Sixth Ave., P.O. Box 201800, Helena, MT 59620
Montana Environmental Information Center, P.O. Box I 184, Helena,MT 59624
Montana Audubon Council, P.O. Box 595, Helena.MT 59624
Ed Lord, Flint Creek Water Users Association, Box 4796 Skalkaho Rd., Philisburg, MT 59858
Granite County Commissioners, P.O. Box929, Philipsburg, MT 59858-0925
Northern Plains Resource Council, 2401 Montana Ave. Suite 200, Billings, MT 59101-2336
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 301 S. Park Ave. Drawer 10014, Helena, MT 59626-0014
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, MT Field Office, 100 N. Park Ave. Helena, MT 59601
Wildlife Federation, P.O. Box 1175, Helena,MT 59624
Trout Unlimited, P.O. Box 7186, Missoula, MT 59807

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The enclosed Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared for the Flint Creek Water Project Easement Transfer for
the Allendale, Metcalf, East and Marshall Canals, and associated water rights, and is submitted for your consideration.
Please feel free to contact me at (406) 444-6622 (e-mail idomino@rstate.mt.us) should you have any questions or
comments. Comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m., September 30 2002. Comments can also be mailed to: MT Dept.
of Natural Resources and Conservation, State Water Projects Bureau, 48 N. Last Chance Gulch, P.O. Box 201601, Helena,
MT 59620-1601, attn. James P. Domilo. Copies of the EA are available upon request. The EA can also be viewed on the
DNRC website at wwrv.dnrc.state.mt.us. Thank you.

Sincerelv.
fa

)rte^.'-* tr l_.b+.a+-
-J^*", P. Domino

Environmental Specialist
State Water Projects Bureau

STATE WATER PROJECTS
BUREAU

(406) 414-6616

48 NORTH LAST CHANCE GULCH
PO BOX 201601

HELENA, MONTANA 59620-1601

September 16,2002

WATER RIGHTS
BUREAU

(406) 444-6610

D IRECTOR'S OFFTCE (40 5\ 444-207 4
TELEFAX NUMBER (406) 444-2684

W.{TER MANAGEMENl'
BUREAU

\106) 114-6637

WATER OPERATIONS
BUREAU

(J05) :144-0850



DRAFT ENVI RONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

MEPA CHECKLIST

Part l. Proposed Action Description

1. Type of Proposed StateAction

2. Agency Authority forthe Proposed Ac,tion

Ownen MT Dept. of Natural Resources and ConServation: Sec. 85-1-210. 85-1-211. 85&109 (5) (1992) MCA.

3. Name of Project Flint Creek Water Project, Allendate, Metcalf, East, and Marshall Canals Easement and
Water Rights Transfer

4. Name, Address and Phone Number of Project Sponsor (if other than the agency)

MT. Dept. of Nafur:al Resources & Conservation,4S N. Last Chance Gulch, P.O. Box 201601, Helena,
MT 59620- 1601 (406)4/|4€erc

5. lf Applicable: Estimated Constuction/Commen@ment Date November 1.2002
Estimated Completion Date December3l 2002
CunentStatus of Project Design (% complete) N/A %

6. Location Aff€cted by Propoaed Action (county, ftnge and township)

Granite @untv - Toflnshio 5N. Ranse 14W. Sections 4.5.7.8
T5N. R1 5W. Sec. 1 3.14. 1 9.24.25.26.31 : TGN. R14W. Sec. 3.4. 1 0. 1 6.21.27.32
T7N. R14W. Sec: 16.17.21.28.3i!.34: T10N. R13W. Sec. 1.2.10.11.12.14.15.16.29.33

7. Proiec{ She: Estimate the number of acres that would be dircc,tly atrected that are cumently:
(a) Developed:

Residential ......acres
Industrial..... .... acres
Open Spacd
Woodlands/
Recreation.. ....g49S

(b) Wetands/Riparian
Areas.......... .. acres

(d) Productive:
Inigated cropland...... .. acres
Dry cropland gqeg
Foresty...... acres
Rangeland ..................8@

CIher:..lnigation Canals...38.4 miles total(e)x

8. Map/site plan: attach an original8 112" x 11" or larger section of the most recent USGS
7.5'series topographic map showing the location and boundaries of the area that would be
affected by the proposed action. A difierent map scale may be substituted if more
appropriate or if required by agency rule. lf available, a site plan should also be attached.

Maps attached.



t
9. Narrative Summary of the Proposed Action or Project including the Benefits and Purpose of the
Proposed Action.

The proposed action calls for the transfer of easements and water rights related to irrigation canals that are part of
the Flint Creek Water Project. The proposed easement transfer includes the Allendale, Metcalf, East and Marshall
Canals. The canals are located on private and state school trust lands in Granite County. The transfer would be
accomplished by a quitclaim deed, with no monetary transactions between the State and the Flint Creek Water
Users Association. The original easements were initiated from the 1930's to the early 1950's. The transfer of these
property interests will absolve the State of any liability associated with the project and reduces the State's
adm inistrative duties.

10. Listing of any other Local, State or Federal agency that has overlapping or additionaljurisdiction.

(a) Permits:
Aqencv Name Permit Date Filed/#

N/A



10. (Gontinued)

(b) Funding:

Aoencv Name Fundino Amount

11.

wA

(c) OtherOverlappingorAdditionalJurisdictionalResponsibilities:

Aoencv Name Tvoe of Resoonsibilitv

N/A

List of Agencies Consulted during Prcparation of the EA:

MT State Library, NafuralResources Information System

MT State Historic Prcservation Office

4



Part ll. Environmental

1. PHYSICAL ENVIRoNMENT

Checklist Review

Unknown * No lmpacts Minor
lmpacts"

IMPACTS

Potentially
Signiflcant
lmpacts*

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated-

Comment Index

1. LAND RESOURCES

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Soil instability or
changes in geologic
substructure?

b. Disruption,
displacement, erosion,
compaction, moisture loss,
or over-covering of soil
which would reduce
productivity or fertility?

c. Destruction, covering or
modification of any unique
geologic or physical
features?

d. Changes in siltation,
deposition or erosion
patterns that may modify
the channel of a river or
stream or the bed or shore
of a lake?

e. Exposure of people or
property to earthquakes,
landslides, ground failure,
or other natural hazard?

f. Other:



PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT
(Gontinued)

2. AIR

Wll the proposed action
result in:

a. Emission of air
pollutanb or deterioralion
of amblent air qualitY?

b. Creation oJ

objectionable odon?

c. Alteration of air
movement moisfure, or
temperature patems or
any cfiange in dimate,
either locally or rcgionallf

d. Advese efecG on
vegetation, indudlng
crops, due tc increased
emi3sions of pollutanb?

e. Othec

IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
lmpac'ts'

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated-

Comment Indo<

X

x

x



PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT

3. WATER

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Discharge into surface
water or any alteration of
surface water quality
including but not limited to
temperature, dissolved
oxygen or turbidity?

b. Changes in drainage
patterns or the rate and
amount of surface runof?

c. Alteration of the course
or magnitude of flood
water or other flows?

d. Changes in the amount
of surface water in any
water body or creation of a
new water body?

e. Exposure of people or
property to water related
hazards such as flooding?

f. Changes in the quality of
groundwater?

g. Changes in the quantity
of groundwater?

h. lncrease in the risk of
contamination of surface
or groundwater?

i. Violation of the Montana
Non-Degradation Statute?

j. Effects on any existing
water right or reservation?

k. Effects on other water
users as a result of any
alteration in surface or
groundwater quality?

l. Effects on other users as
a result of any alteration in
surface or groundwater
quantity?

Unknown*
No lmpact Minor

lmpacts*

IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts*

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated-

Comment Index



I

PIIYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

4. VEGETATION

Wll the proposed action
result in:

a. Changes in he
diversity, prcd ucdvity or
abundance of plant
species (includirlg trees,
shrubs, grass, crops, and
aquatic planb)?

b. Alteration of a plant
communM

c. Adverse effect on any
unique, rare, threatened,
or endangered plant
species?

d. Redudion in acreage or
productivity of any
agricultural land?

e. Eshblishment or sproad
of noxious weeds?

f. Other:

IMPACTS

Unknown'
No lmpacts Minor

lmpacts-
Potentially
Significant
lmpacts*

Can lmpacts
be mitigated*

Gomment Index

X

x

X

x

x

4c

4c.) A file search on plant species of special con@rn was conducted by the Natural Resources Information System
of the Montana State Library. Plant species of special concem known to exist in the Flint and Rock Creek basins
include the northem buftercup, peculiar moonwort, straightbeak buttercup, simple kobresia, Missoula phlox, and
waw moonwort . lt is not anticipated that any plant species of special @noern would be impacted by the proposed
easement transfer. Montrana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (DFWP) and the U.S Fish & Wldlife Service (FWS) will also
have the opportunity to comment on the proposed action. Any comments or recommendations received from the
DR rP and/or the FWS will be incorporated into the Final EA and Notice of Decision.



PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT
(Continued )

5. FISHA/VILDLIFE

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Deterioration of critical
fish or wildlife habitat?

b. Changes in the
diversity or abundance of
game animals or bird
species?

c. Changes in the
diversity or abundance of
nongame species?

d. Inhoduction of new
species into an area?

e. Creation of a barrier to
the migration or
movement of animals?

f. Adverse effects on any
unique, rare, threatened,
or endangered species?

g. Increase in conditions
that stress wildlife
populations or limit
abundance (including
harassment, legal or
illegal harvest or other
human activity)?

h. Other:

IMPACTS

Unknown*
No lmpacts Minor

lmpacts"
Potentially
Significant
Impacts*

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated-

Comment lndex

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

5a

5d

5e

5f

v5

Sa-g) A file search on animal species of special concern \/as conducted by the Natural Resources Infornnation
System of the Montana State Library. Bull trout and westslope cutthroat trout are know to exist in the Flint and Rock
Creek basins, within Flint Creek, the East Fork of Rock Creek Reservoir and various tributaries. The lynx is also
listed as a statewide species of special concern. Other listed species found within the basin include bald eagles, a
great blue heron rookery, bearmouth mountain snail, byrne resort snail, great grey owl, and boreal owl. lt is not
anticipated that the proposed easement transfer would impact any listed animal species of special concern.
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (DFWP) and the U.S Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) will also have the opportunity
to comment on the proposed action. Any comments or recommendations received from the DFWP and/or the FWS
will be incorporated into the Final EA and Notice of Decision.



2. Ht llAtrl
ENVIRONMEI{T

6. NOISSELECTRICAL
EFFECTS

Wll the proposed ac{on
result in:

a. lncreases In e{sting
nolse levels?

b. Exposure ofpeople to
severe or nuisance noise
levels?

c. Creation of elecEosbtc
or electnomagnetic efiects
ttat could be debimental
b human health or
prppertl/?

d. lnterference with radio
or blevision reception and
operafion?

e. Oher:

Minor
lmpacts*

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts'

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated'

Comment Index



HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

7. LAND USE

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Alteration of or
interference with the
productivity or profi tability
of the existing land use of
an area?

b. Conflict with a
designated natural area or
area of unusual scientific
or educational
importance?

c. Conflict with any
existing land use whose
presence would constrain
or potentially prohibit the
proposed action?

d. Adverse effects on or
relocation of residences?

e. Increase regulatory
restrictions on private
property rights?

f. Other:

No lmpacts Minor
lmpacts*

IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts*

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated-

Comment Index



HUIIAN ENVIRONilIENT
(Gontinued)

8. RISI(HEALTH
HAZARDS

Wll the propos€d adion
result ln:

a. Risk of an explosion or
release of hazadous
substances (including but
not limited tc oll,
pesticides, cfi emicals, or
nadiation) in the event of
an acddent or other brms
of disruption?

b. Afiect an efsting
emergency response or
emefgency evacuaton
plan or create a need fur a
nar plan?

c. Creation of any human
health hazad or pobntial
ttezc]rd?

d. Oher

Minor
lmpactst

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts'

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated'

Comment Index



HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

9. COMMUNITY
IMPACTS

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Alteration of the
location, distribution,
density, or groMh rate of
the human population of
an arca?

b. Alteration of the social
structure of a community?

c. Alteration of the level or
distribution of employment
or community or personal

income?

d. Changes in industrial or
commercial activity?

e. lncreased traffic
hazards or effects on
existing transportation
facilities or pattems of
movement of people and
goods?

f. Other:

No lmpacts Potentially
Significant
lmpacts'

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated"

Gomment IndexMinor
lmpacts*



HUIIAT{ ENVIRONMENT
(Gontinued)

10. PUBLICSERVICES/
TA)(ESi/UTILITIES

Wll the proposed aciion:

a. Have an effsc* upon or
result in a need br new or
altered govemmental
seMces in any of the
bllowing areas: fire or
police protedion, scltools,
parks/recreatonal
facilites, roads or other
public malnbnance, wabr
supply, sorer or septic
sysbms, solid waste
disposal, heallh, or other
govemmental seMces? lf
any, specif:

b. Hav6 an effecl upon the
local or staE tax base and
revenues?

c. Result in a ne€d br new
fadlilies orsubsbntal
alteralions of any of he
btlodng utlites: elecfic
power, natural gas, olher
tuel supply or distributon
slrstems, or
communications?

d. Result in increased use
ofany energy source?

e. Othen

Unknown'
No lmpacts Minor

lmpacts'

IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
lmpacb'

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated'

Comment Index

o



HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Gontinued)

11. AESTHETICS/
RECREATION

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Alteration of any scenic
vista or creation of an
aesthetically offensive site
or effect that is open to
public view?

b. Alteration of the
aesthetic character of a
community or
neighborhood?

c. Alteration of the quality
or quantity of recreational
opportunities and
settings?

d. Other:

IMPACTS

No lmpacts Minor
lmpacts*

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts"

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated-

Comment Index



HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Contlnued)

12. gglIgBAU
HISTORICAL
RESOURCES

lMll he proposed ac{on
result in:-

a. Desfuclion or
alteraton pf any site,
stucture or objecl of
prehisbric, historic, or
pabontcloglcal
importance?

b. Phpical drange that
uould atrect unique
cr.rlfural wlues?

c. Efiecb on odstng
religioug or sacred uses
of a site or area?

IMPACTS

Unknown'
No lmpacts Minor

lmpacts'
Potentially
Signifcant
lmpacb'

Can lmpacts
be Miiigated'

Comment Index

X

x

X

12b

't2c

d.Othen

12a,b & c) An assessment on potential impacts to cultural resources resulting from this transferwas completed

by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). The SHPO indicated that since no ground disturbing ac*ivities 
.

will take place, this action has a low likelihood of impacting cultural properties.

O



3. SIGNIFICANCE
CRITERIA

13. SUMMARY
EVALUATION OF
SIGNIFICANCE

Will the proposed action,
considered as a whole:

a. Have impacts that are
individually limited, but
cumulatively
considerable? (A project or
program may result in

impacts on two or more
separate resources which
create a significant effect
when considered together
or in total.)

b. Involve potential risks or
adverse effects which are
uncertain but extremely
hazardous if they were to
occur?

c. Potentially conflict with
the substantive
requirements of any local,
state, or federal law,
regulation, standard or
formal plan?

d. Establish a precedent or
likelihood that tuture
actions with significant
environmental impacts will
be proposed?

e. Generate substantial
debate or controversy
about the nature of the
impacts that would be
created?

f. Other:

Unknown-
No lmpacts Minor

lmpacts*

IMPACTS

Potentially
Significant
lmpacts-

Can lmpacts
be Mitigated'

Comment Index

T7



Part lll. Alternatives and Evaluation

1. Description and analysis of reasonable altematives (including the no action alternative) to the proposed action

whenever alternatives are reasonably available and prudent to consider and a discussion of how the alternatives

would be implemented:

A. No action - Would result in continued State liability for the propefi and continue the need for administrative
oversight. The canals no longer provide benefits to the State.

B. Proceed as planned with the project - This will have the beneficial effects of eliminating the State's liability and

administrative oversight of the property.

2. Evaluation and listing of mitigation, stipulation, or other control measures enforceable by the agency or another
govemment agency:

No impacts are anticipated because of this proposed action.

3. Based on the significance criteria evaluated in this EA, is an EIS required? YES / NO lf an EIS is not required,
explain why.

The EA is the appropriate level of analysis for this proposed action.

This is appropriate due to the absence of any negative impacts, and the beneficialoutcome in allowing the State to
absolve itself of the liability and adminisfative oversight responsibilities for this property.

4. Describe the level of public involvement for this project if any and, given the complexity and the seriousness o'
the environmental issues as.sociated with the proposed action, is the level of public involvement appropriate undil
the circumstances?

The appropriate level of public involvement for this proposal is the distribution of the draft EA to those agencies,
groups and individuals listed on the EA cover page for review and/or comment. This is an appropriate level of
public involvement considering the absence of any negative impacts associated with the proposed action.

5. Duration oJcomment pedod if any: Copies of the EA can be obtained ftom the address listed below.

Comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m., September 30 2002 and should be submitted to DNRC at the address
listed below

6. Name, title, addresses and telephone number of the Person(s) Responsible for Preparing the EA:

James P. Domino, Environmental Specialist, Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, Water
Resources Division, Stiate Water Projects Bureau,48 N. Last Chance Gulch, P.O. Box 201601, Helena, MT

59620-1601, (406) 444-6622. a'mail jdomino@state.mt.us

l8



Part lV. Narrative Evaluation and Comment

The project as proposed does not have any identified negative impacts. The public benefits of eliminating the
State's liability and administrative oversight responsibilities for irrigation canals are ample justification for the
proposed transfer of the easements. Species of special concern know to exist in the area would be unaffected by
the proposed transfer. Public health and safety would not be negatively impacted by the proposed action.
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MoNTANA HrsroRrcAr- SocrETy
225 Nonh Roberc + PO. Box 201201 + Helena, MT 59620-t2}l

+ 60A 444-2694 + FAX (406) 444-2696 + ww'w.monranahiscoricalsociery.org +

September 20,2001

James P. Domino
Montana Deparhent of Natural Resor:rces and Conservation
State Water Projects Bureau
PO Box 201601
Helen4 MT 59620-1601

RE: FLINT CREEK IRRIGATION EASEMENTS TRANSFER. SI{po project #:
2001092002

Dear Mr. Domino:

I have conducted a cultural resource file search for the above-cited project. 4ssslding to
our records their area cr:rrently no historic or archaeological sites located within the
designated search areas. Our files do show, however, that five cultural resource
inventories have been conducted within a few of the designated sections. I have enclosed
a list of these reports, which includes basic bibtiographic information such as author, title,
and date completed. ffyou would like more information regarding these repons you may
contact me at the number listed below.

We feel that if no new ground disturbance will occur as the result of this undertaking that
there is a low likelihood that this undertaking q,{ll impact unknown or unrecorded
cultural properties. However if cultural materials are encountered drning the course of the
project we would ask that or.u office be contacted and the site investigated. Thank you for
consulting with us.

If you have any fi.uther questions or comments you may contact me at (406)-444-7767 or
by e-mail at dmurdo@.state.mt.us.

Sincerely,

Damon Mrudo
Cultural Records Manager

Enclosure:

File: DNRCAMATER/200l

Srmr Hrsroruc PnnsrnverroN OFFTGE o
+ (04 444-7715 + FAX(406) 444-6575

1410 86 Ave + PO. Box 201202 + Hdena, MT



Stute Historic Preservution Office
Cultural Resource Annotated Bibliography System

Report

SA}IDRA L. AIID GREGORY R. IJEETZ
DEER LoDeE NATroNArr FoREsr ErsToRrc pREsERvATroN J$ID
M,;ANAEEMENT PLATI . ATTNAAL REPORT

CR-LAS Docunent Number: ZZ L 22425

Report Date:

09t20/2001

MORRIS

./ ,"/ rooo

PASSMANN
//

L/ ,/ 19q9

DORT, ET AL.
7998 IIRCS NEEATTVE FINDINES REPORT. (GRANTTE COVIIiEY)
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NEEATIW FTITOINGS REPORTS

STEERE
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PETER L.
BLACK PINE MINING CO.,
CRABS Documeat Nunber: GN 1

PROJECT
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PETER L.
BLACK PTNE MININE CO. , PRO.TECT
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DEPARTMENT
RESOURCES AND

OF NATURAL
CONSERVATION

DIRECTOR'S OFFICE (406) 444-2074
TELEFAX NUMBER (406) 4144-2684_ STATE OF MONTANA

WATER RESOURCES DIVISION @06\ 444-6607
TELEFAX NUMBERS (406) 444-0533 / (405) 444-5918

Cover Letter November 15.2002

TO: Governor's Office, Barbara Ranf, Rm. 204, State Capitol, P.O. Box 200801, Helena, MT 59620-0801

Environmental Quality Council, Capitol Building, Room 106, P.O Box 201704, Helena, MT 59620

Dept. of Environmental Quality, Metcalf Building, P.O. Box 200901, Helena, MT 59620-0901

Director's Office
Dept. of Natural Resources and Conservation, US F&G Bldg. 1625 l1* Ave. Helena,MT 59620

Director's Office
Information Services Section
Water Resources Division, 48 N. Last Chance Gulch, P.O. Box 201601, Helena, MT 59620-1601

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, 14208.6'hAve. Helena, MT 59620

Director's Office
FWP Region 2 Office, 3201 Spurgin Road, Missoula, MT 59804
Wayne Hadley, MT Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, P.O. Box l, Deer Lodge, MT 59722

MT Historical Society, State Historic Preservation Office, P.O. Box 201202 Helena, MT 59620-1202

MT State Library, 1515 E. Sixth Ave., P.O. Box 201800, Helena, MT 59620
Montana Environmental Information Center, P.O. Box I I 84, Helena , MT 59624

Montana Audubon Council, P.O. Box 595, Helena, MT 59624
Ed Lord, Flint Creek Water Users Association, Box 4796 Skalkaho Rd., Philisburg, MT 59858

Granite County Commissioners, P.O. Box929, Philipsburg, MT 59858-0925

Northern Plains Resource Council, 2401 Montana Ave. Suite 200, Billings, MT 59101-2336

U.S. Arrny Corps of Engineers, 301 S. Park Ave. Drawer 10014, Helena, MT 59626-0014

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, MT Field Office, 100 N. Park Ave. Helena, MT 59601

Wildlife Federation, P.O. Box 1175, Helena,MT 59624
Trout Unlimited, P.O. Box 7186, Missoula, MT 59807

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The enclosed Finding of No Significant Impact / Decision Notice has been prepared for the Flint Creek

Water Project Easement Transfer for the Allendale, Metcalf, East and Marshall Canals. Please feel free to

contact James P. Domino at (406) 444-6622, e-mail idomino@state.mt.us should you have any questions

about the Finding of No Significant Impact / Decision Notice or the Final EA. Copies of the Final EA are

available upon request. The Final EA can also be viewed on the DNRC website at www.dnrc.state.mt.us.

Thank you.

48 NORTH LAST CHANCE GULCH
PO BOX 201601

HELENA. MONTANA 59620.1501

WATERRIGHTS
BUREAU

(406) 44,1-6610

STATE WATER PROJECTS
BUREAU

t405) 4.11-6616

!\'.{TER MANACEMENI'
BUREAU

(406) 111-6637

WATER OPERATIONS
BUREAU

G06) 111-0850



FINDING OFNO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/
NOTICE OF DECISION

November 15.2002

Dear Reader:

The Montana Deparfinent of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) released a draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) on the Flint Creek Water Project Easement Transfer for the Allendale, Metcalf, East and

Marshall Canals on September 76,2002. The proposed action calls for the tansfer of easements and water
rights related to irrigation canals that are part of the Flint Creek Water Project. The canals are located on

private and state school trust lands in Granite County, Montana. The fiansfer would be accomplished by a
quitclaim deed, with no monetary tansactions between the State and the Flint Creek Water Users

Association. The original easements were initiated from the 1930's to the early 1950's. The tansfer of
these property interests will absolve the State of any liability associated with the project and reduces the

State's administrative duties. The Montana Deparhnent of Environmental Quality, Montana Deparftnent of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Montana Natural Heritage Program, and the Montana State Historic Preservation
Office were consulted as part of the draft EA process. The original conxnent period closed on September

30,2002, with two comments received. Montana Trout Unlimited (TU) and the MT Departrnent of Fish,

Wildlife and Parks (DFWP) submitted comments requesting additional information on the leases and water
rights associated with the proposed transfer. TU also commented on the adequacy of the EA in complying
with the MEPA. The public comment period was extended to October 31,2002 in order to address the TU
and DFWP concerns, and to provide additional opportunify for comment. The US Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) submitted one comment during the extension. The FWS agreed that the easement transfer
itself would probably not have any significant impacts, however they recommended that fish screens be

installed, along with a maintenance agreement. The TU and DFWP issues were addressed in a letter sent

on October 29,2002, in which the TU and DFWP questions on the leases and water rights were answered,

and the EA's full compliance with the MEPA process was detailed. A letter was also submitted to the FWS
on November 7,2002 explaining that the fish screen issue has been investigated, and that the Water Users

Association would be responsible for compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws related to

the operation of the canal system. No other comments were received. The DFWP also requested a further

extension of the comment period in a letter sent on October 31,2002. Based on the EA's disclosure and

analysis of potential impacts, and DNRC concludes that the proposed action will not result in any

significant impacts, and that a fi.rther extension of the comment period is not warranted. The DNRC will
adopt the draft EA as the final EA and proceed with the transfer as planned. Copies of the Final EA are

available upon request. The Final EA can also be viewed on the DNRC website at www.dnrc.mt.us.
Please direct any questions to:

James P. Domino
State Water Projects Bureau
DNRC. P.O. Box 201601
Helena, MT 59620-1601
(406) 444-6622
e-mail: jdomino@state.mt.us

Thank you for your interest.

Sincerely,
Jack Stults
Water Resources Division Adminishator



D5-Z3Z

CHECKLIST E}{VIRONME}{TAI, ASSESSMENT

project Name: Prickly Pear Creek Proposed Irnplementation Date: Nov. 1, 2002
proponent: Montana DNRC, 8001 trlorth Montana Ave., Helena, MT 59602
Tvne and purDose of Action: A comprehensive restoration of the Ponderosa Pine
ar-osrrsfem to restore sustainable Structure and function/ increase tree vlgort
reduce fire hazards, regenerate seraf species, and produce income for the
school trust.
Location: SI/2, W1/2NW1/4 sec L6, T8N, R3!{ County: Jefferson

I. PROJECT D EVELOPMENT

1. PUBL]C INVOLVEMENT, AGENCIES, GROUPS OR
INDIVIDUALS CONTACTED: Provide a brief chronology
^. rhe qcnnino and nnooino involvFmpnt for this
prol ect .

Scoping began in Aprll 2001 wltn a leccer cer
sent to the adjacent landowners. An initial
proposal was sent out to 34 indj-viduals and
groups in Sept. 2001. (This listing is in the
project file at the CLo' ) Lega} notices were
published in the Helena IR on 9/26, I0/1 Ell
in the Boulder Monitor on 9/26, lo/3 & L] ' A

fietd trip to the project area was held on
IL/8/OI. Contacts with DI{RC specialists anci

BiologisLs was ongoing into January 2002-

2. OTHER GOVERNMENTAI, AGENCIES WlTH JURISDICTION,
LIST OF PERMITS NEEDED:

,Jefferson County weed Board - A revegetatlori d:ia
weed management pl-an must be approved by the hJeed

Board prior to operations.
3. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: No Action - Under tne no actron proposdr, Iru

thinning would be conducted. Conditions ani:l

activities would continue as they currentl,' rte'

Proposed Action - Commercial and pre-coftmer(ll:il
thinning on an estimated 62 acres' no road
construction, winter operations, mechanical slash
treacments (no burning), pre and post oper:rLl':rn
weed management activities. Existing gra:rrL I and
recreaLional uses unchdnged.

II IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

RESOURCE tYlNl POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITTGATION MEASI-r F:-:'irr
Not present or No Impact will occur.Y = Impacts may o"rlr
(explain below)

4. GEOLOGY AND SOIL QUALITY, STABILTTY
AND MOISTURE: Are fragi le,
compactible or unstable soils
nresenf ) Are 1-hc-a rnnqrrA I ncnl ooi-CvrLrLrr!

features? Are there special
recl-amati-on consideratlons? Are
errmrrlaiiwc imnacf< lil,clrz to ^^-rrr aS
a resulL of thi.s proposed action?

IN] SoiI resources and lmpacts are descrrbed l"n Ene dLr-d -ir?q
ronorr h\/ cedrdF Mathieus, DNRC Hydrologi-st. The mitlgal--r arI

measures identified in the report would be implemented
f hrn'rnhnrr' t LF nrniFCt.Lrr!vsYLrvue !rr! ts!vJv

winter operations, use of an in-woods processing systen af'd
use of other standarci BMPS would prevent any direct or
cumulative adverse affects to soLIs.

BMPs have successfully minimized any adverse erosLon on c'ne
nearby state tracts with similar soils, treatments, ano
operatinq seasons

5. WATER QUALITY, QUANTITY AND
DISTRIBUTION: Are important surface

!^_ eoqnrlraaq nroqAnt? TS9!vqrruwaLq!
there potential for violation of
ambient water quality standards,
drinking water maximum contamj-nant
levels, or degradatlon of water
quality? Are cumulative impacts
likely to cccur as a result of this
Droposed actlon?

tNl Hr/.lr^lnnic rc<nrr;ces are descri-bed 1n the atCacneo reioL
by George Mathieus, DNRC Hydrologisc.

There is no surface water in the project area. There i: r-'
direct surface connectivity to Prickly Pear Creek' Dir€r" o

cumulative adverse effects to water quatity would be
negligibl-e due to the following factors: winter operaFr--:'
use of an 1n-woods processi-ng system, use of other sr-rl:l:i l:--l
Bl,IPs, 1ow average precipi taf-ion and lack of surf ace w'r: I 'l'
the prole.-t area.



6. AIR QUALITY: WiLl Pollutants or
na11- i.ul Af e l-re nr^.lrr.F.l? Ts the
Pq! uruurqeL

project influenced by air qual-j-ty
regulations or zones (C1ass I
airshed) ? Are cumulative impacts
likely to occur as a result of this
DroDosed action?

@operations are proposed. No cumulative
air quality impacts are likely to occur. (S1ash fire ha:ards
would be treated by a variety of mechanical methods.)

'7. VEGETATION COVER. QUANTITY AND

QUALITY: Wil,l- vegetative conmunities
be permanently altered? Are any rare
^1 

rnt< f\haq nrFqFnt? Are

cumulative impacts Ij-keIy to occur as
a result of this proposed action?

fNl A \/adcfati\/e analvciq fnr rhe nr^te-t afea haS been
INJ n vEYgLsL!vL qrrsrJr4

enmnlofad Thai- renort is attached, and describes tha
exi-sting vegetative condj-tions, rncluding an old growth
evaluation.

The proposed thinning operations would return the stand to a

se[]blance of the natural condition. As proposed, the pr.leet
would retain 29% of the trees >:6 inch dbh, 42t of the EasaL
area, and 54* of the standing net sawlog vo]ume' Most of the
l-arger trees woul-d be retained. An estimated 241 MBF of logs
and 1100 tons of roundwood product would be harvested.

The stand does not currently meet old growth mlnimum
requirements as defined by Green et.al. The average a 1' of
Iaige (>:17 inch dbh) trees is only 113 years. (Green nLtrrmjlm
is 180 years for this type.) The proposed post treatmer'L
stand would still exceed Green et.al. minimum requiremenr5 for
nrrmhor< ^f IArdF trepq ncr aere ancl stand Basal area. Th.
maintaining the potential for the stand to develop inttr an old

-^-iiFr -- ,^ the future.9!vwLrL

There are no rare or endangered plants known in the ar-,.

Some noxious weeds (spotted knapweed and dalmation toadILa:':)
are present on site. The proposal includes a weed management
plan which would have an aciverse affect on weed populaticns.
The plan is expected to include pre and post operatlon w'led
crrarrinn ard hi^l^di-r1 .^ntsr^1 AII weed Sprl,....;ryrayflY qLrs !rv:vY

would be by Iicensed applrcators, in accordance with l.rbelrng
reouirements.

8. TERRESTRIAL, AVIAN AND AQUATIC LIFE
AND HABITATS: Is there substantial
use of the area bY important
wildlife, birds or fish? Are
cumulative impacts likel-y to occur as
a result of this Proposed action?

lNl The area is inhabited by Mul-e deer and occasionallI i-.'
El-k. Wildlife Biologist GayIe Joslin, DFWP evaluated Lhi-'
project area. Thermal cover and movemenL routes along
ephemeral drainages would be maintained by retaining cluirti:s of
trees in pole size patches within the stand and by retarnrng
stringers of larger trees along draws. A copy of Gayl-
Joslin's corunents are attached. Cumulative impacts are n.l
likelv to occur as a resu.lt of, the proposed action.



9. UNIQUE, ENDANGERED, FRAGILE OR

LTMITED ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES: ATE
listed threatened ordrry rEuErdafy

endangered species or identified
habitat present? Any wetlands?
scnsi I i vc Sneci es or sncei es of
special concern? Are cumulative
impacts 1j-ke1y to occur as a result
of this proposed action?

tYl The nroiecf erea does IJOT contain habitat suitable for
Bald EagIe, Peregrine Falcon, wolf, Grtzzly Bear, Lynx, Bci:eal
Owl, Northern Bog Lernming, or Black-backed woodpecker.

The project contains potentiaL Flammulated OwI and Pileai'r'i
woodpecker habitat.

Flamrnulated owls prefer open (35 - 80 sq. ft. basal area,/'r-re)
stands of Ponderosa pine thai are 50f acres i-n size. The
current 62 acre stand has 109 sq. ft. basal area/acre' Tl"'l
proposed leave stand would retain approximately 46 sq' i-il'
basal area per acre, in 40+ trees/acre 6" - 29" dbh. wrtl-r ;r
estlmated 15+ trees per acre >=1f"dbh. The proposal woul'l
irnprove Flammulated Owl habr-tat.

P.ileated woodpecker prefer older stands of Iarge diamet'r
trees, including Ponderosa Pine, with snags and down wood'
material The existing stand, with 36+ trees/acre > 15" clbn

is potential Pileated habitaL, but currently lacks nestinq
snaqs and large down woody material for foraging; rendet:l c
the area unsuitable for Pileated use at this time. The current
stand is j-n an early mature stage' The avg. age of trees
>6"dbh is 86 yrs, for large trees >:17" dbh the avg- age rs
I I f \/rq The nronosal would retain 15+ trees/acre > 15"dbri,
and does not propose to cut any existing snags. The prole(lt
stand woutd continue to have the potential to devel-op inlo
Pileated habitat as it natures.

No fragmentation of wildlife habitats would occur. Minor
positive impacts to Pileated Woodpecker and Flarunulatecl (lLils
mav occur.

IO. HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES:
A.F rnV hiSl-Ofj(]al archaonlnnic:l 

^f6!e qrrt ruu!r qLLUsrvrvyr\ur \

nr'l onnl-nl ncier'l raq^rrraoq nraqpnt'

Tii r6eie are signs of humdn aclrvitY, primarily access I L rlrs
and smal L s.ale mining prospect pirs and moundsf scdtrct-:
throughout the area. Nc historical- or archaeological
resources are documented, nor have any been observed.
Activities proposed for the project woufd not adversel\' 'l1 ai:l
anv cultural rescurces.

11. AESTHETICS: Is the prolect on a
prominent topographic feature? WilI
it be visible from populated or
scenic areas? Will there be
excessive noise or light? Are
-..-..1-+r..^ r*.--^rq likelv 1-o o.enr a5rrrrvoL LJ !f 

^Lf f

a result of this proposed action?

tYl The area is adjacenL to high denslly subdivislon dr- I ::'
section 16 and sections 20 and 21. The area is also mosLl !
vislble from I-15 and other subdivision areas east of Lht'
highway. (A stand of trees along the stream which are no!
included in the proposal would partiafly screen about h r)l lrhe
area from the view on I-15.)

The proposed thrnning treatmenL would maintaln an op€o st:ll"i1
of relati-veIy larqe diameter Ponderosa Pine trees. This :]t'lrC
qtrp,-f1-e i s oonore I I v -.-,si da-ad r^ he aeSLhetiCaIly
pleasing. None of the adjacent landowners have rarsed
aesthetics as an issue. No cumulative visual impacts eYPrl-ller!-:

12. DEMANDS ON ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES OF
LAND, WATER, AIR OR ENERGY: Will the
proj ect use resources that are
finited in the area? Are there other
activities nearby that wil"l- affect
the pxolect? Are cumulative impacEs
likeIy to occur as a result of this
proposed action?

IY] An issue unrelated to Lhe proposal is the legal stdrLS o:
the two-track road Lhrough the State land. An old sLag.'
y^,,to >nd <rrh<oarronr -nrrnr\/ rnad nrsqerj l- hro!toh f hF t l4 _-

o.'s oulJLYuL.,t LUq|L] Lvqu yqJJru
-r ^^- - e^,.ts^ ^^r tv /jn-|mFnf ed in the pUbIiC recct al .drurrg d rwuLs urrry voYucff
.TofFarq-n ..1rni-w nffi ei al l v abandoned the route in 193 1.

County/PubIic right-of-ways have been re-established up 'u the
state property line to service the adjacent subdivisions. The
n6:yh\, 1 :ndnurror< h:rro rrni e ort snl i r oni ni nnq reoarcli na Fl> re-,rEar!) !!Lu JPrrL

establishment of a route across the State ]and. The
Department's position is thaL there is no current pubLi-l )'Liie
across the SLate tract, and it would not be in the best
interest of the School Trust to establish one. There rs
currently a case in District Court to address this issue' The
outcome of the case would not directty affect this pro;e':i
proposal, but could affect traffrc conditrons through thr
Lract. No cum'llative i:npa.i:s aLe likely fo occur as a | '

ol rhis piroposal.



OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

PERTINENT TO THE AREA: ATE thETE
other studies, plans or p-rojects on
this tract? Are cumulative imPacts
likely to occur as a result of other
nri '/al- e ci^i-F or f ederal cuf f ent
actions w/n the analysis area, or
from future proposed state actions
that are under MEPA review lscoping)

narmi rt i nn rorri aw L\v An\/ ctAf eye!((fLLrrry

agencv w/n the analysis area?

tNl

III. IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN POPULATION

RESOURCE IYlN] POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGAT]ON MEASURES

14. HUMAN HEALTH AND SAEETY: WrlI thls
proj ect add to health and safety
risks in the area?

f\ll nna ^f 
j-ho nrniFeF ^hia^fil/aq rc l^ feduce tne flSf- OILr\J vrrs ylvfEuu

wildfire, and the associated risks to health and safeL! tlLrt
yFsrrl I drrri no hi dh i n-onsi frr fi re pventq. Please refel theusrrLL9 rrry.r !"s!rrv

attached reporc on projecc area fire history.

The Evergreen Health Center is located within rr mile ol tlie
project area. To ensure no aj-r quality risk for the resrden:s
on respirators, the project proposal would utilize non-bL.rrning
slash disposal treatments'

15. INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL AND
AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES AND

PRODUCTION: Wil-l the project add to
or aILer these acLivities?

I^Il Tha nr^i.^r is not aSsociated with any Other act rvrt :

16. QUANTITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF
EMPLOYMENT: Wi I i lhe project create,
move or eliminate jobs? If so
estimated num.lf,er, Are cumulative
'i mna-fs likelrr fo occuf aS a fesuft
of fhi c n-nnosod action?

INl PeopIe are currenrly emp-loYed in
industry rn Lhe region. Due to the
the Linrber sdle program, thcre wiLI
^,,m,,1.t ivo im^^-ts fr^r thiq nr^nnqa.1!vs i"'yqr Lr"r Fr

LILC wUUu P!uuuL L-
/alriirrolrr qmrlI ci

be no measurable
:^t i 

^n ^n 
amnl 

^\/m-l

rfl

17. LOCAL AND STATE TAX BASE AND TAx REV.
ENUES: will the prolect create or
ellminate tax revenue? Are cumulati-ve
impacts likely to occur as a result
of thi-s DroDosed action?

fitl D6^^l nt I r/ nA\/i nd fAxcs fr_- -', -l-! ry PoYrrrY Lo^LJ !!uLtL Lrrc wuuu PL I I

inrlrrsfr\/ in'hF ronisn. Due Lo the relaLively Smal-I sr. f

the tinrber sale program, there will be no measurable
.'.-rrl:f ir/a imna.t f'^r -hic n'onoseal dcf iOn On taX .re..: .'..rvr flL,PeL

18. DEMAND FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES: WTII
substantial traffic be added to
e:<isCing roads? Will other servi"ces
(tire protection, PoIice, schools,
etc) be needed? Are cunulative
impacts Iikely to occur as a result
of this proposed acLion?

IN.l There will be no measurable cumulative impacts r€1 rr" l

rlomaid tnr on'ro.rrerL ServiCeS due to the relatively Sl.l .

size of the timber sale program, the short-term rmpacL: '!.1

traffic, the smdll possibility ot a few people tempordL ri,
relocatj-nq to the area, and the lack of other timber sale':
fh6 r,4i:-ort r7a:

ltc

LN

19. LOCALLY ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAL PLANS
AND GOALS: Are there State, CountY,
City, USFS, BLM, Tribal, etc' zoning
or manaqement plans in effect?

fv I rn T,rna 1qq6 nNPa l_rFdAn A nhAseal-in imnlFmaniAfl ^ \r

the State Forest Land Mdnaqement Plan (PLan). The mand 1:l aI:t
.li rc.fion nrovicleci in rhe Plan comorises the framework w-'l.In
r.rhinh <noni f in nrniocf .linnino anci acti--'--vrLagD LaAE Pto -.

The PIan phiiosophy and appropriate Resource Management
Standards have been incorporated inLo the design of the
DroDosed action,

20. ACCESS TO AND QUALITY OF RECREATIONAL
AND WILDERNESS ACTIVITIES: ATE
wi-lderness or recreational areas
noarhv .r aeecsscd throlroh thi s
tract? Is there recreational
potentiaL within the tract? Are
e'r-rrlafirra innrefq likclv fo oee r- aSuJ +4,!v4J

a result of this proPosed acrion?

fyl Tho rra.t- is aeeoesihle for oeneral recreationaL us+,
n.nrri darl l-hp nF-s-ns noqqcss a va l i cl State Land Recrea- l - llyvvvvvv

Use License. AII access must be by non-motorized methocis.
Snmc hrid dAra hunFinn 1ikalv 1-:kes Dlaee on the tract, o:. i!vrtLL !rv

would continue with or wtthout the prolect, at sj-mil'ar iorr
1evels.

No direct or cumulative adverse affects to recreatron:1 l::'.
are exDected.

21. DENSITY AND DISTRIBUTICN OF
POPULATIOIi AND HOUSING: WiII thE
proj ect add to the population and
r:luire addrtj-onaI housing? Are
cu;nulatrv- rmpa--ts Iikely tc occul: as
a result of this proposed action?

ItJl There wlll be no measurable curnulative impacts reLl
population and housing due to relatively small sj'ze cl
timlcer safe pr.9:ant, aad the fact that people are a1::!.1
enl.ployed rn thrs occupai-i-on in the region.



22. SOCIAL STRUCTURES AND MORES: Is some
disruption of native or traditional
Iifestyles or communities possible?

tNl

23. CULTURAI, UNIOUENESS AND DIVERSITT .

will- the action cause a shift in some
unique guality of the area?

OTHER APPROPRIATE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
CIRCUMSTANCES: Is there a potential
for other future uses for easement
area other than for tinber
management? Is future use
hypothetical? what j.s the estimated
return to the trust. Are cumulative
impacts likeJ-y to occur as a resul-t
of this proposed action?

24 tYl As noted in rtern 12 above, there rs a current court 1--''l3e

to determine the re-esLablishment of a public route a'ross the
State tract. If the State is unable to successfully def+r':i rts
position, then a public route may result, with no reLur:'':
the Trust. Tbis issue is currently outside of the Departmr'rF's
decision making authort-ty.

The following costs, revenues, and estimates of return are
intended for a relative comparison of the alternat.ives' They
are not intended to be used as absolute estimates of return'
Stumpage values for the sawloq material were estimated usrn'.I a

residual val-ue method, values for roundwood products were
based upon conparabLe saLes. The estimated stumpage vaLul in a

residual value analysis equals the estimated delivered 1o1
price minus operacrng costs. operaLing cosEs include 1 tlit'q
costs, haulinq costs, forest improvement costs and fees,
development costs, olher costs (e,9. BMP implementatron, Ir'd
weed manaqement), and "profit & risk" (the return to the
timber buyer that accounts for actual time and effort, some
profit for entrepreneur-LaI spirit, and something to cor'-l 'irr
potential losses frorn the occasj-onal sale which is not
profitable). The estimated minimum stumpaqe values for this
project are $90.82IMBF for sawlog material and 91.00/ton for
roundwood material. The proposed thinning project woull rcsult
in the harvest of an estimaLed 241 MBE of sawlog size ri"il:t'r:ial
and an estimaled l1O0 tons of Ioundwood products. The 1r t'el
action would generar-e 522,000 to S50,000 of return to lht'
trusl, above that generated by the No Action (current)
alter:native. (No estimates of potentiaL losses to the LI 1:rr'

from insects, disease, or fire, which could result fron 'r iong
Lerm application of the No Action alternatlve. hawe be'-rr
calculated or included in the above estimates.)

trA f honlzl i cf prpna16.l R\/. n .T Rakken Eores t e r
IV. FINDING

4/ 3Q/20O2

25. ALTERNATIVE SELECTED: I have selected the proposed Action Alternative to
conduct commercial and pre-commercial thinning
operations on approximately 62 acres during the
winter months, mechanically treat the resulting slash

and to conduct pre and post harvestweed
manaoement activities.



SIGNIFICANCE OE POTENTIAL IM

2 I . NeeO ror ! Urcne r
Analysis

F A aha.kl 'sf Ann-ovod

Analysis: I

As a result of my review of the Environmental
assessment, supporting documentation, comments
received from concerned individuals, interest groups
and resource management specialists as well as my
field review of the project area, I conclude significant
impacts are not expected to occur as a result of
implementing the proposed action. My rational for
reaching this conclusion is based on the following

The proposed thinning encompasses a small 62 acre
area of ponderosa pine that has become overstocked
with small diameter trees. The thinning would retain
most of the larger diameter trees and result in an
open stand of ponderosa pine that is similar to stand
conditions in which ponderosa pine has historically
grown.

There is no old growth within the project area as
defined by any of the old growth definitions currently
used by the scientifrc community, including Green, et
al. The post harvest stand would retain large
diameter trees to maintain the potential to develop old
growth characteristics in the future.

The state land is surrounded by high density
residential development and bordered on one side by
Interstate 15. Consequently it's value for wildlife
species that prefer secluded or semi-secluded
habitats is quite low. Recommendations by the
DFWP biologist to preserve some wildlife travel
corridors within the project area have been
incorporated in the project design.

There are no rare, unique conditions or habitats for
any Threatened or Endangered Species within the
project area.

The terrain is gentle and well suited for the proposed
activity. Operations are planned to be conducted
during the winter when soils will either be frozen or
snow covered to minimize site disturbance

There are no streams as defined by the Streamside
Management Law or surface water in the project area
and there is no direct delivery connectivity to streams
outside the project area.

No new road construction is planned under the
proposal.

L-l/ t"7
iams Managei !(

--2--

No
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Prickly Pear Greek Proposed Timber Sale Write-up
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Existing Conditions/Effects Analysis
Prickly Pear Creek Proposed Timber Sale

'33i'?'lll;J,i[;T3I

INTRODUCTION

The follofing document contains background information for the watershed and soils portion of the

proposed pri-ckly pear Creek Timber Sale Environmental Assessment. This analysis includes an existing

conditions and effects assessment of all watercourses draining the proposed sale area. Write-up and

assessments are based on a coarse filter screening approach and an on-site field review of all

contributing areas within the proposed sale area.

POTENTIAL ISSUES

Soil Resources.

Equipment operations and timber harvest on steep slopes or sensitive soils can result in soil impacts that

efiect soil productivity depending on area and degree of physical effects and amount or distribution of

course woody debris retained for nutrient cycling.

Noxious Weeds;

Follo6ng disturbance events such as timber harvest activities, invasion and spread of noxious weeds is

1nor" prju"lent than in undisturbed areas. Noxious weed invasion and spread detrimentally influences

surface cover, erosion and native species growth.

Cumulative Watershed Effects:

Cumulative watershed effects can be characterized as impacts on water quality and quantity that result

from the interaction of disturbances, both human-caused and natural. Timber harvest can affect the

timing of runoff, increase peak flows and increase the total annual water yield of a particular drainage.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The proposed sale area lies within one state section surrounded by private lands. Precipitation ranges

from'10-15 inches per year. There are no perennial streams draining the proposed sale area, it consists

of ephemeral draws and coulees with only infrequent minor surface flows for short durations. These

ephemeral tributaries all drain into Prickly Pear Creek, a tributary to the Missouri River



o Reoulatory Framework:

This portion of the Missouri River basin is classified B-1 in the Montana Water Quality Standards.

waters classified B-1 are suitable for drinking, culinary and food processing purposes after conventional

treatment, bathing, swimming and recreation; growth and propagation of salmonid fishes and associated

aquatic wildlife, waterfowl and furbearers; and agricultural and industrial water supply. State water

quality regulations prohibit any increase in sediment above naturally occurring concentration in waters

classified B-1 (ARM 16.20.618 2(0).

Naturally occurring means conditions or materials present from runoff or percolation over which man has

no control or fromleveloped land where all reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices have

been applied. Reasonable tanO, soil and water conservation practices include methods, measures or

practices that protect present and reasonably anticipated beneficial uses. The state of Montana has

adopted Forestry BesiManagement Practices (BMPs) through its Non-point Source Management Plan

as the principal means of meeting Water Quality Standards.

Existing beneficial uses in the immediate vicinity of the proposed sale area include the following water

rights f6r groundwater sources: domestic, geothermal heating, lawn & garden, stock, multiple domestic,

commercial, geothermal, institutional and municipal uses. Surface water sources include, geothermal

heating, comitercial and mining uses. Outside of the analysis area, downstream beneficial uses include

aquatic life support and cold-water fisheries.

The Clean Water Act and EPA Water Quality Planning and Management Regulations requires the

determination of allowable pollutant levels in 303(d)-listed streams through the development of Total

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) limits. There are no water quality limited segments (WOLS)within the

project area (ai per Section gOg(O) of the Clean Water Act) in the 305(b) report. Prickly Pear Creek is

currenly listed as a WQLS. Causes of impairment are Arsenic and other metals with the probable

sources being abandoned mining tailings.

Water Qualitv:

There are no streams draining the proposed sale area. lt consists of ephemeral draws and swales with

only minor seasonal flow.

Fisheries:

Due to the ephemeral nature of the stream channels and disconnectivity to Prickly Pear Creek and

ultimately the Missouri River, no fish species are present within the analysis area.

Soil Resources:

The proposed sale area is located on moderate to flat slopes with shallow to deep soils weathering from

granitic bedrock of the Boulder Batholith. There are no unusal or unique geologic features in the

proposeO harvest area. Slopes within the sale area are moderate, ranging from 5-30%, with isolated

steeper breaks along draw features. There were no signs of slumping or mass wasting.

Primary soils within the proposed harvest area are Shaboom/Kellygulch extremely boldery sandy loams

of shallow to moderate Oepin on most slopes. Rock outcrops occur on ridges and convex slopes. These

soils are droughty and subject to erosion where disturbed.

Soils along the flatter slopes and fan features are Hiore-Clugulch very bouldery sandy loams. These

soils are more productive than the steeper slopes within the state seciion and have a longer season-of-

use. These soils are sensitive to rutting and displacement if operated on during wet periods.



o Approximately 1.0 mile of road provides access to the sale area. This road system contains, blacktop,

low standard gravel road and twotrack. The gravel road meets current BMP standards, while the two-

track does no[. The existing road system doei not appear to be a source of potential erosion and

sediment delivery to any stream chinnels. There are no perennial stream channels adjacent to the

existing road.

Noxious Weeds:

Spots of thisle (Cirsium arvense) and spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa) occur within the project

aiea mainly along the existing roads. No real outbreaks or large infestations were noted within the

project area.

Cumulative Watershed Effects:

Past management activities in the general vicinity include grazing; fire suppression, road construction,

development and timber harvest.

A cumulative watershed effects analysis for the proposed sale was completed to determine the existing

conditions of the affected environment. Due to the low precipitation region, ephemeral nature of the

stream channels a smaller, more defined boundary was selected for the analysis area. This analysis

area was selected because it was determined to be the most appropriate scale to detect potential effects.

All drainage features and draw bottoms draining the proposed sale area were evaluated in the field. All

tributarieJto Prickly Pear Creek, within the State section, have no surface connectivity or any perennial

flow.

Field evaluation concludes that past management activities have resulted in impacts to soil resources-

These impacts have been limited to erosion from existing roads and cattle trampling.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The proposed timber sale is comprised of one action alternative. This alternative would selectively treat

approximately 62 acres. No new roads would be constructed with this proposal. Portions of the 1.0

miles of existing road would be improved to meet BMP standards.

Noxious Weeds:

No Action Alternative:

Under the No Action Alternative, weed seed may spread by vehicle traffic, wind and animal dispersion

into the project area, which would result in competition with native species trying to establish in recently

disturbed areas.

Action Alternative:

Ground disturbing activities associated with the proposed action alternative have the potential to
introduce or spreld noxious weeds in susceptible habitat types. Under the Action Alternative, DNRC

would follow an integrated weed management approach to help prevent the introduction and

establishment of noxious weeds and slow the expansion of existing weeds.



Cumulative Effects of Noxious Weeds:

Invasion and spread of noxious weeds would decrease soil productivity and stability and reduce the
reestablishment of native species. A combination of prevention, revegetation and monitoring will be
implemented to reduce the possible infestation and spread of weeds associated with this project.

Soil Resources:

No Action Alternative:

Under the No-Action alternative, there would be no direct effects to soils or geology. Segments of
existing roads with inadequate drainage identified in the affected environment would continue to erode
without future mitigation and/or maintenance.

Action Alternative:

Due to the ephemeral nature of the draws and the low annual precipitation within the sale area, the
proposed activities have a low potential to contribute to the degradation of water quality. The primary
water and soil concerns associated with the proposed timber sale activities are sediment delivery to the
draws, erosion of soil and subsequent loss of site productivity. Vegetative regrowth is a critical factor in
avoiding longterm soil erosion from harvest activities. Season-of-use and skidding restrictions would
minimize impacts to soil resources.

Cumulative Effects to Soil Resources:

Portions of the existing low standard road systems would be improved under the proposed action to a
standard that meets minimum BMPs. lmprovements to this road system are expected to decrease
existing and future risk of sediment delivery to draws and subsequent erosion.

Proper application of BMPs and site-specific designs and mitigation measures would reduce future
erosion and potential water quality impacts to an acceptable level as defined by the water quality
standards. Acceptable levels are defined under the Montana Water Quality Standards as those
conditions occurring where all reasonable land, soil and water conservation practices have been applied.
There is little risk of adverse impacts to soil resources, water quality and beneficial uses occurring as a
result of the proposed action alternatives.

Cumulative Watershed Effects:

No Action Alternative:

The no-action alternative would have minimal effects to cumulative watershed effects. Moderate timber
management activities in the surrounding drainage's and the range-like landscape have resulted in
undetectable cumulative watershed effects.

Action Alternative:

There are no cumulative watershed effects constraints associated with the proposed sale area. This is
due to the following reasons.

. Low precipitation region.

. No perennial streams.

. No new road construction.
n The proposal is for a selective harvest in stands that are overstocked from that of

natural, pre-fire suppression stands.



CONTRACT, SALE & MITIGATION DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS

General Road Design and Mitigation Recommendations:

. Construct drain dips, grade rolls and other drainage features where necessary and practical to insure

adequate road surface drainage. Instatl and maintain all road surface drainage concurrent with
new road construction, reconstruction and reconditioning. Drain dips constructed on sustained

road grades greater than 8% may require gravel surfacing to function properly. Sustained road
grades greater than 10% may require installation of conveyor belt water diverters.

. Stabilize newly constructed road cuts and fills following excavation. Stabilization can be met through
one or more of the following. seeding, benching or mulching. Apply seed as soon as conditions
permit to maximize successful establishment of grass cover. Local professionaljudgement and
consideration for temperature and precipitation would determine when seeding is likely to be most
successful. Delay of seeding may require scarification of crusted soils.

. Leave all temporary or abandoned roads in a condition that will provide adequate drainage and will
not require future maintenance. Partially obliterate abandoned roads through ripping and seeding.
Where it is available, scatter slash across the ripped road surface. Install water bars at regular
intervals to facilitate surface drainage.

. Provide effective sediment filtration through the use of slash filter windrows, filter fabric fencing or
straw bales along drainage features located in areas with inadequate buffer capacity. Note: straw
bales alone may not be effective in areas with heavy concentrations of livestock or big game.

. Where potential erosion exists at the outlet of drainage features, provide outfall protection using
slash and/or coarse angular rock.

o Filter ditches with direct delivery to ephemeral draws at the outlet by using slash, or filter fabric and

straw bales.

. Incorporate a filtering mechanism at all ephemeral draw crossings requiring fills that are greater than
2 feet deep. This may include slash filter windrows, filter fabric fencing, straw bales or rock,
depending on feasibility of materials and characteristics of the site. Ensure that method used is
keyed into the toe of road fill.

. When excavating material in and around ephemeral draw crossings (i.e. cleaning inlets and outlets,
constructing ditches, etc.) Special care should be taken so as not to cause an excessive amount of
disturbance to the draw bottom or area immediately adjacent to the crossing sites. Excess or waste
material should be disposed of at a location where it will not erode directly into the stream or draw
bottom.

. Limit road use and hauling to dry, frozen or snow covered conditions. Suspend operations
during periods before rutting occurs.

Noxious Weeds.

. Clean all road construction and harvest equipment of plant parts, mud and weed seed to prevent the introdu

of noxious weeds. Equipment would be subject to inspection by forest officer
orior to movino on site

. Re-seed all newly disturbed soils on road cuts and fills to site adapted grasses for
reduction of weed encroachment and stabilization of roads

IO



. Weed controlwould be implemented according to the weed plan outlined in the environmental

assessment. Monitor the project area for two years after completion of harvest activities to identify

occurrence of any noxious weeds on site.

General Design and Mitigation Recommendations for Harvest Units:

. lmplement equipment restriction zones (ERZ) along deeply incised ephemeral draws.

o ln all units, designate ERZs below slope breaks > 45%. These areas shall require directional felling

and winching as designated by the forest officer.

. Develop a skidding plan prior to equipment operations. Skid trail planning would identify which main

trails to use, and wnat additional trails are needed. Trails that do not comply with BMPs (i.e. draw

bottom trails) should not be used and closed with additional drainage installed where needed or grass

seeded to stabilize the site and control erosion.

. Slash would be trampled and chipped in the woods and spread over skid trails to help reduce erosion

and enhance seedling groMh.

. Leave 5-10 tons/acre of coarse woody debris on the ground to enhance seedling growth and

maintain long-term overall soil productivity.

il



PRICKLY PEAR PROJECT
Vegetative Analysis

The DNRC is proposing forest management (commercial thinning operations) in the area south of Alhambra, MT.

The state owns the south half, and the Wt/zNWVc Section 16, T8N, R3W, less the interstate and highway right-of-

ways. In whole, we usually refer to this tract as the Warm Springs Creek tract. This project proposal is limited

however to a single forest stand in the W%SW% of the section and will be referred to as the Prickly Pear Project.

The SFLMP recommends a third order drainage basin for vegetative analysis of the landscape surrounding a

project area on scattered trust lands. However, in this case, the project area lays within l" and 2nd order drainages

which deliver directly into Prickly Pear Creek, so a grouping of these drainages have been selected as a

representative analysis area.

The analysis area boundary begins at the south line ofsection 16, at the west righfof-way boundary ofl-15, thence

westerly up the ridge line to Windy Butte, thence north westerly along the ridgeline to a point in the S7z Section

I 8, thence north easterly along the ridgelines to a peak (4995') in the SE% Sec. 8, thence south easterly down the

ridgeline to the south side of Alhambra and the I-15 right-of-way in the north central portion of Section 16, thence

south along the I-15 right-of-way to the point of beginning. This analysis area encompasses 1276 acres, more or

less. Ownerships within the analysis area include 213 acres of state tand (public school trust) and 1063 acres

private.

State land in the analysis area includes the following:

Stand
I

2
aJ

lt
t2
l3

Acres
+/
54

l8
l6
l2
7l
2t3

TlDe
P7P

P9MP
NF
NF
P9W
P9WM

Notes
Burned by wildfire in l96l
Underburned by wildfire in 196 I

Brushy area near stream

SMZ and adjacent
Includes the 62 acre project area

T2



Prickly Pear Project Area
Section 16, T8N, R3W

Scale l:24000
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State land forest habitat types in the analysis area are all Ponderosa pine, some Bluebunch wheatgrass, some Idaho

Fescue (pipo/Agsp & Feidj. The average site index in the project area is 42.5. The average tree age is 86-5, with a

range for mature iize trees of 50- l 20 years. There are several hundred/ac., in some patches thousands/ac', of

seedings and saplings 0-40 years old.

One old tree was observed and documented at 2l I years. (Thirteen sample plots systematically located across the

project area included age samples on 22 trees. The oldest tree observed was 2l I years. A second tree, which

exhibited old tree form charactertics, was sampled twice and confirmed to be only 103 years old.) This age

distribution coincides with the land use history of this area. The project area was mined in the late 1800's, early

1900's, and was readily accessible along an old stage and rail line.

Green et.al. provide the following basic characteristics for Old Crowth Ponderosa Pine, the conditions in this stand

are included lor comparison.

Green Minimum
TPA> 17" dbh 4

Large tree age avg. >l 80

BA/ac. (l 6" dbh) >40 sq.ft.

Snags/ac. 9

Down logs >9"lac. low to moderate

The project area stand is not Old GroMh, based upon these observations.

This stand
28.8
I l3
lll
0.5

almost none

The 1997 Losensky report analyzed historic (early 1900's) forest inventory data to estimate forested acreage and

age class distributions. The Flelena [Jnit, and the Prickly Pear Analysis area, lay within climactic zone M332D.

The Losensky report found that a historic condition for the I l% ofthe zone classified as Ponderosa Pine forest

included 7oh of acreage old (>l7l years), l0%o mature, 25'/opolesize,4TYo seedling/sapling and I l%o nonstocked.

Ponderosa pine in th ii area typically occupies the drier lower slope positions, adjacent to valleys. Frequent low

intensity *ildfi." is thought to have been the principle disturbance responsible for this historic age class

distribution. (see Figure l)

Based upon inventory data for Helena Unit lands compiled as of l12610l, the age distribution of Ponderosa Pine

includes 22.35% old (>l5l yrs.), 58.gloA mature, 10.03% pole size, 5.24o/oseedling/sapling and3.48o/o

nonstocked. It is probable that a combination of land use practices and fire suppression activities have caused this

significant abnormal skewing of Ponderosa Pine age distributions. (See Figure 2) Current stocking of mature and

old Ponderosa Pine stands are nearly 5 times the historic level for this area.

The project stand, at an average large tree age of | | 3 years, is just in the early mature age range. Current growth

is stiil relatively good, but will begin to decline rapidly now that understory stocking is reaching full occupancy of
the site.

l-l



size class
age range' o/o of type CT2 PP

: of area 8% total
v

nonstocked
0

11.00%
0.88%

seed/sap
1-44

47.0Oo/o
3.76%

pole
41 - 100
25.OOo/o

2.00o/o

mature
101 - 170
10.00%
0.80%

old
171+

7.0Oo/o

0.56%

old
151 +

22.35o/o
3.43%

size class
age range
% of type
o/o of area

PP
15.34% total

nonstocked seed/sap
0 1-40

3.48o/o 5.24%
0.53% 0.80%

pole mature
41 - 1A0 101 - 150
10.03% 58.91%
1.54% 9.03%

2OO1 PP age

SSmrm ffil

Historic PP age dist. in M332D
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0.5
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The private lands within the analysis area include areas of high densify subdivision and rural range and forest

land. Private lands include approximately 243 forested acres, with the balance of820 acres being nonforested, or

non stocked since the l96l fire.

The forest stand proposed for thinning has 1593 total trees/ac., with 139 over 6" dbh. Basal area for all trees is

123.3 sq. ft. The stand exhibits an irregular dense, multi-layered canopy which would not be typical for a

Ponderosa Pine stand on these habitat types under natural conditions. The adjacent stand north ofthe project area

was under burned by the fire of 196 | and is more characteristic of a natural Ponderosa Pine stand condition. The

next stand north experienced a stand replacing fire at that same time and is currently poorly stocked with
Ponderosa pine seedlings/saplings, which have regenerated naturally following the blaze. The project stand in its

overstocked and stressed condition is at an elevated risk for stand replacing wildfire and/or insect (Mountain Pine

Beetle) attack. The adjacent housing developments pose a considerable value at risk of wildfire'

Noxious weeds, specifically spotted knapweed and dalmation toadflax, are present on the project area, and all

surrounding lands. The knapweed in particular is well established in most open areas, and is present in trace

amounts throughout the stand. Management actions for well established category I noxious weeds should include

containment and suppression of existing infestations and prevention of new infestations.

Current forage production on the lease west of I-15 is 32 AUM on 213.1 acres (L-7611). Duringthe previous lease

cycle (1990-99) the capacity was rated at 34 AUM, from 1980-89 it was listed at 57 AUM. This trend is most

likely due to a combination of Ponderosa Pine encroachment and fill in stocking and noxious weed infestation.

The attached page shows the 1955 and l99l aerial photographs ofthe section.

Conclusions:

The proposed project area appears to be more heavily stocked than would be expected for a natural condition.

Regional Ponderosa Pine age distributions are uncharacteristically shifted toward mature and old age classes'

Considering this alone would indicate an evenaged regeneration harvest. However, the project stand is only in the

early mature stages and likely has not yet reached culmination of annual volume increment. Management actions

which would reduce seedling/sapling and pole size stocking levels in the understory, while maintaining a broadly

unevenaged stand of relatively large diameter trees may be appropriate. Some weed control activities should be

implemented.

ll-5-01
D.J. Bakken
Forester
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----Original Message----
From: Joslin, Gayle
Sent: Friday, January 04,2002 5:29 PM

To: Bakken, D.l.
Cc: Korn, Mike (HARO); Peterson, Joel
Subject: Alhambra Timber Sale

D.J.

Thanks for the tour yesterday of the Alhambra project site. As we discussed, if it is possible to leave
clumps of trees in the pole stands, and stringers of larger trees where they tend to be anyway, the
integrity of movement routes along the ephemeral drainages will be retained to some degree and thermal

cover will be retained to a larger degree than if the area were left with evenly trees distributed. At least

40 trees per acre is important, even though that stocking rate will not achieve the canopy coverage
necessary to achieve 70% that is ideal for thermal cover, if the trees are left in clumps and stringers,
wildlife will be able to make better use of them and microclimates will exist in these overstory
arrangements that would not otherwise be achieved.

Please take all measures to ensure that traffic does is not allowed through this area connecting adjacent

subdivisions. The impacts to wildlife from these adjacent developments are taking their toll already as

evidenced by the tracks of dogs in the snow. Traffic would add to the severity of the situation for wildlife.

Sorry to be so brief, but I promised a response to you soon.

Gayle Joslin
Wildlfie Biologist
Helena Area Resource Office
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Ft'tr ht tlre efid u,t zrill conscnte only iulttt ipe loz,t'.
lVt tpill loxe anly iohtt iL'e undt:rstand.

And tue zpill understrttd only rt'hat u,e nre tnugltt.

- Ilalra Dioum, African Conservationist -

il3



PRICKLY PEAR PROJECT AREA

Fire History

The Prickly Pear Project Area lays within the boundary of the Helena Forest Fire Protection District (est. 1977) and

partially within the Clancy Fire Services Area, and the boundaries of the Jefferson City Volunteer Fire Company.

Jeflerson County is also included in the State-Counry Cooperative Fire Program, initially in 1970, revised in 1979

and 1986. Since 1977, the State of Montana has kept fire records for this area. (Records since l98l are in a

computer database maintained by the Fire & Aviation Management Bureau in Missoula.) Fires are categorized by

size as follows:

Size Class Acreage

0-.25
.26 *9
l0-99
100 - 299
300 - 999
l,000 - 4,999

r 5,000

Since 198 l, there have been nine fires within one mile of the Prickly Pear Analysis area. There have been two size

class G fires within ten miles of the project area. (Warm Springs Creek, 1988, and Boulder Complex,2000)

On lands outside of the USFS boundaryr within T8N, R3W, there have been 30 wildland fires since 1981. These

occurrences would all have been within 3.5 miles of the project area.

Prior to state record keeping, there was a large (category F or G) fire in 196 I which burned into the project area.

Historically, initial attack efforts have been successfully able to suppress most of the fires in this area at a small
size. In the few instances where this did not occur, large catastrophic fires resulted.

Dr.rring the last decade, the Northern Rockies have experienced several seasons of increased fire occurrence and

acreage burned. The tlrree dominant causes cited for this trend are prolonged droughty periods, increased forest

fuel levels and the presence ofurban interface areas. (Urban interface areas pose an increased risk ofhuman caused

fire

tRecords of fires within the LISFS boundary are maintained by the Helena National ForestJbr this area. These

records were not reviewed (rs part oJ'this analysi.s.

B
C

D
E

F

G

19



ignition, and defensive activities to protect lives and property can inhibit suppression actions resulting in larger

fires.)

The vegetative analysis for the Prickly Pear project area has documented a significant increased stocking level in

these forest stands from 1955 to the present (the only exception being those stands still poorly stocked following

the 196 I burn). Subdivision activity since the early 1960's has resulted in numerous homes being constructed in

this analysis area.

Increased forest stocking levels, increased levels ofurban interface, and a history offire starts averaging more than

one a year for the area, cumulatively yield a relatively high fire risk for the project area. Preventive forest

management treatments (thinning in this case), being the only factor directly within DNRC control, would be

recommended to reduce fire risk.

A September 2001 study by the University of Montana (A Strategic Assessment of Fire Hazardin Montana, Carl

Fieder, et al.) evaluated existing crown fire risk and management strategies for its prevention. For this study, the

indicator used to rank crown fire risk was the crowning index. Crowning index is the estimated wind speed needed

to carry a crown fire through a specified forest stand. If a low wind speed/crowning index is estimated, the stand

would be considered high risk, high wind speeds would be low risk. For this study, high risk had a crowning index

of <25 mph, medium 26-50 mph and low risk >50 mph. A variely of stand species, canopy structures and

treatment prescriptions were evaluated.

The existing project area is Ponderosa Pine, high density (>75 sq. ft. BA/ac) with a mix of two storied and multi-
storied canopy configurations. The study predicted crowning index values for this type of stand to be 2l mph (2

storied) to l9 mph (multi-storied), for stands east of the continental divide.

The treatments proposed for this area would retain approximately 46 sq. ft. of Basal area per acre across nearly all

tree sizes 6" and larger. This prescription would approximate the comprehensive treatment evaluated in the

University of Montana study. The study estimated crowning index following a comprehensive treatment to increase

to 76 mph (2 storied) to 80 mph (multi-storied). (ln contract, a treatment thinning from below, retnoving trees <9"

dbh, would only increase crowning index to 38 mph and 35 mph respectively.) The study further estimated that

75% of stands treated with a comprehensive prescription would retain their low risk rating 30 years post treatment.

The proposed treatment for the Prickly Pear Project area should achieve the objective ofreducing hazardous forest

fuel conditions.

DJ Bakken

0Ut6l02
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ADOPTION OF ST.A.TE FOREST LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN (STLMP)

ADMII{ISTRA"IVE RULES

EIYVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

March 2003

Finding

ALTERNATWE SELECTED
I have carefully reviewed this environmental assessment and have selected Action Alternative C
to adopt formal rules with minor deviations from RNIS wording contained in the SFLMP Record
of Decision (May 30, 1996). These are programmatic rules that provide policies and direction for
managing state-owned forestlands. The rules contain general philosophies, managembnt
standards and more detailed procedures that direct the manner in whioh project-level decisions
will be reaohed. The rules deviate little from the original SFLMP RMSs. They remain consistent
with the SFLMP premise and philosophy, butthey remove the deparanent's numeric criteria for
retention of old growth. The old growth commiknent was removed due to conflicts with recent
state law, in particular 77-5-L16, MCA. The rules do not address site-specific issues, make
specific land use allocations or identifu precise future output targets foiinOiviaual resources. The
Action Altemative provides the best currently available approach for meeting deparnnent needs
for consistent direction. While contlnuing management under the No Action approach is
possible, the adoption of forest management rules will provide forest managers with more
detailed procedures that help improve clurty and reduce ambigpity when makingprojectJevel
dEcisions. They will also provide the public with detailed information on implementing the

{epartmenfs management philosophy. The nrles as adopted will not substitute for public
involvement, Proper analysis, and documentation in future projecrspecific decisioni.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EM/IRONMENTAL IMPACTS
I have reviewed the analysis contained in this EA and have compared it with the seven
Significance Criteda (ARM 36.2.524). Due to the low potential for iderrtifiable and measurable
impaots of any form, I find that the alternative chosen will not have a significant efilect on the
huntau environment.

NEED FOR. FURTI{ER ENVIRONI\4ENTAL ANALYSIS
The selocted level of review under MEPA is appropriate forthis proposal and no significant

,effects to the human environment are anticipated. An Environmental Impact Statement is not
necessary and shall not be prepared.

Approved By:

Signature_ nwe' n/ 7/a z -
Chief, Forest Management Bureau
Trust Lands Management Divislon
Department of Natural Resowees and Conservfiion



ADOPTION OF STATE FOREST LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN (SXT,MP)
N)MIMSTRATIT/E RT]LES

EWASSESSMENT

M*ch 2003

ProposedAc'tion
The Trust Iand lvlanagpmeot Division of the Montana Departnnent ofNatural Resources
and Conseruation (DNRC) proposes to adopt forestmanalement rules rmderthe Montana
AdminisEative Procedtnes Act G\4APA) consisteirt withthe Resource Manageme,nt
Standards (RI\{S) eglieradopted tmderthe Montana Environmental PolicyAct (MEpA)
as stated inthe State Forestland Manageme,nt Plan (SFLMP) Record of Decision (ROD
lday 30, 1990. The nrles are needed to provide field personnel with consistent policy
'and direstion for manngng state forested tands. The rules wifl apply to the forested taods
portion of the total 5.2 million asres of school trust laods administ€rcd by DNRC.

Altemdivs Cottsidercd
No A,ction - Under the No Action Altemdive, forest menagerrnent nrles would not be
adopted at thig time. Forest manngement activities would contintre undcr the direction
provided by the RMSs contained in the SFLMP ROD.

Actip=n.Alternatiyes - Under either of the Action Alternatives, forest managpment rules
would be formalty adopted under Iv{APA procedqres. Forest management nrles would
Fmvidethe gurdmg direction forthe Forest lvlanagement hoemm. More d€f,ailed and
consistent direution would be provided to forest managfls under this alternative.
Implementation of the forest managernent rules would begn upon adoption and . .

completion of required procedurcs under lvIAPA. With the exception of rurc differences
pertainiug 1p managemGnt of old grovrlh forest, the action altematives are identical,

Action Alternative B consists of a forest managernent rule set tbat would retain the
worrding of BiodiversityRl\ds 6 (sFL[,p, p. RoD-t3), whichwouldprovide for
.tinhining orrestoring old-growth forest in amounts of at least half tre average
proportion th* wouldte expected to occur with natural pfocesses on similar sites 1rule
XVII Biodivers8 - Old Grou/th lrdanage,ment). Refer,ences contained in RMS 6 and Z
relatd to the 'Biologioal diversity srategies for forest tne groupsn rqlort have been
removed. The nrles serve as the technicat procedures sdding tne aeparment.

Action Alternative C consists of aforest management rule set that removes the
commihelrt to naintaining or restoring old-growlh forest in amounts of at least half the
average proportion thatwould be expectedto occur withnatural processes on similar
sites contained in RMs 6 (SFLMP, p. RoD-13) as a component orrute xvII. old
growth would be managed as outlined in the nrles, but no firm numeric commitment to
old grounh retention would be made. Refercnces contained in RMS 6 and 7 related to



"Biological diversity strategies for forest type groups" reporl have been removed. The
rules serve as the technical procedures Suiding the department.

Scope and Relationship to the SFL*tp
The proposed rule set to be adopted is programmatic and follows the language,
philosophy and RMSs contained in the sFLMp RoD (RoD May 30, 1996), with
revisions as explained in this document. The Action Altematives would provide policy
and direction for managing forested state trust lands. The rules would not address site-
specific issues nor make specific land use allocations. They would provide the legal
frarnework for department project-level decisions. Projections, products or services are
expected to remain consistent with predicted environmental eflects addressed and
evaluated in the SFLMP EIS (May 15, 1996).

In their existing fonn, the rules are based on a foundation provided by the RMSs
contained inthe SFLMP ROD (May 30, 1990. Minor wording changes were made in
order to fit RMSs into adminisbative rule fomrat. The order that RMSs are used in the
rules varies some from thp order presented in ths ROD to improve clarity and utility of
the rules. SFLMP considerations of consistency and changes made to RMSs are noted in
the analysis.

The RMSs stated in the rules are comFlemented by more detailed policy *rui i, needed to
adequately provide field personnel with consistent direction for managing state forested
I,ands. The majority of the additional detailed policy was derived directty from SFLMp
Guidance that was adopted by the departmerlt to aid implementation of the SFLMP.
Some additions and revisions to the original SFLMP Guidance were made to address
trust mandate considetations, species status changes, improvements in local knowledge,
improvements in clarity for successful implementation, and improve fit with
administrative rule format.

If selected either of the Action Alternatives would provide the guiding framework for
proposing and analyzing site-specifi.c projects. The resulting rules would make site-
specific decisions more efficient by helping the department remain consistent with its
gverall management philosophy, and by saving needless repetition of the reasoning
behind policy decisions that have already been made. ttre rutes would not substitute for
public involvement or proper analysis and documentation in futtne project-specific
decisions.

Project Need
On February 2l,2OAl,the Montana First Judicial District Court in and for Lewis and
Clark County, in Cause No. BDV 2000-369, Friends of the Wild Swan v. Montana
Department ofNatural Resources and Conservation, issued ajudicial order ("February
Ll'zAAl Order") directing DNRC to undergo formal rulemaking under MAPA on the

!F!MP Biodiversity Guidance that was implemented by the departrnent in May 1998.
Following this order, the department initiated the process of incorporating the SpfUp
into rules. The purpose of this EA is to address potential effects of rhangpr associated



with revision of RMSs and guidance, and ensure compliance with MAPA and MEPA
procedural require,me,lrts

E nv iro nnuntnl As sstncnt D avlopnent
This envinonmental assessme,nt was developed concurrently with ffnal rsr/ision of the
draft forcst mFnagmdnt rules. This EA tiers to, and adop'ts the original eftcm
a$sessments contained in the SFLMP EIS (May 15, 1996) and relies on the ftndings
contained in the SFLMP EIS ROD. The EA was prepared though an interdisciplinary
approach in compliance with MEPA.

Pablic Inwtvenunt
During the developme'd of the SFLMP, s mailing list uas compiled of those intercsted in
participating in the public involveme,nt process. On January li,1995,a request form was
mailed to over 600 people on the list, asking if the interested party wanted to receive
SFLMP EIS documeirts. The SFLMP DEIS was reloased to the public to review on June
19, 1995. .EIS documents were mailed to all interested parties that requested them. A
press releaso nas issuod annormcing the availability of the document, and a request for
comnents was made. The comme'lrt period for the DEIS lastd 45 days and closed on
Augttst 4,1995. On June 30, 1995, af the requcst ofthe Wood Produots Assooiation, a
lettcr announcing the availability ofthe DEIS uas seat to each state instihrtbn that is a
designated beneficiary of forestd tnrst lands.

During this process, 174 commeirt correspondences were reoeived. Comments cune
from 98 individuals,5l organizations, 12 agencieq 8 schools and 3 legislators.
Responses to each commerrt were developed by the d€parheN$ as a part of the SFLMp
EIS pogeammdic plmning prccess. A detaited record of this prooess and the couments
are coutained in the SFLMP FEIS AppeNdix document (pp. Rsp-l ro RSp-127).

On Septe,mber 26,20V2,the departueat initiat€d the formal nrlenraking process under
M4PA to dwelop forwt managemeNrt nrles as a result of the Febnrary zi, zool court
order. A public coTm€rft period for the proposed nrles was open for 60 days (September
26,2W2 to November 25,2002r. As a part of this process,.tbree public heirines were
held acrtlss the stete: Hclena (November 4,2w2),Mssoula (November o, 2ooz; ana
Kalispe[ (November 7,2M2). A total of 17 individrrals testinea at these tnto [*ti"gs.
Testimony was recorded and unitten comments wene accepted. During that time, the
deparheut received approximately 236 additional u/ritten comments from fut€rested
parties. Responses to thc comments received were then developed by the deparfuent.
Under IVIAPA the r,esponses are apart ofthe pubtic record and 

-format 
rule adoption

process. The deparhent must fully consider written and oral submissions respecting the
proposed nrle. Under either of the action alternatives, rules would be officially adopted
with the publication of the AdoptionNotice in the Montana Administrative niEu;
([,IAR).

tthis EA closely follows and adopts the analysis contained in the SFLMP, any resulting
effects associated with the proposed actions were,.by their natme, generally expected to 

-

be minor. As this process was initiated to address the existing issues in th; signeA



SFLMP, no new issues were t0 be analyzed, and necessarT additional analysis under this
proposal is minor. Adjusknents to the SFLMP RMSs, such as those addressed in this EA,
are consistent with management considerations stated on page ROD-10 of the SFLMP
Record of Decision. Under subsection A. Managing the plan -... "The Forest
Management Bureau Chief could change management direction without changing the
Plan if the proposed change did not violate the fundamental intent as reflected in the Plan
and EIS." None of the proposed revisions are outside the range of effects analyzed in the
SFLMP. Due to the size, type, and complexity of this proposal, the deparbnent
detemtined that formal project scoping was not necessary.

Legal and Administrative Framework
The legal framework within which the SFLMP is implemented is described in the
SFLMP Appendix (pp. LGL-I to LGL-I1). Topics covered in the SFLMP Appendix
include general legal &amework, planning and environmental assessmen! land
administration, and resource management. Minor reference updates include the
following: l) rules are found in Title 36 of the ARMs, and2)rules specific to MEPA are
contained in Title 36, Chapter 2, sub-chapter 5 of the ARMs.

Proposed Schedule of Activities
The Cbief of the Forest Management Bureau (Trust Lands Management Division) will
select an altemative prior to final, fonnal adoption of ruIes. Should an Action
Altemative be selected and forest management rules be adopted, an adoption notice
would be published in the MAR (anticipated March 2003). Rules would be available to
all interested parties. The rules would include atl of the elements necessary for
implementation at the project level. As such, the rules would formally codiff the
SFLMP. The rules would be approved by the Board of Land Commissioners prior to
final adoption.

Ather Governmental Ageneies with Juris diction
The actions and policies of other large forest landowners and of state and federal
regulatory agencies and county govemments affect the management of DNRC forested
lands. A complete discussion that is relevant to this proposal is contained in the SFLMP
FEIS (pp. Itr-6 to m-8).

Affected Envbonment and Environmental effects
A complete discussiorr of the affected environment and environmental effects is
contained in the SFLMP FEIS and ROD (May 30, 1996). This EA tiers to the complete
evaluations contained in these earlier documents. However, as minor changes were made
to the RMSs stated in the ROD, an additional assessmerrt was necessary ro ensuro that
changes were within the range of effects analyzed in the FEIS. This analysis consists of a
review ofeach resource catogory that could be affected, and disclosure ofany expected
changes in effects from what was originally stated in the SFLMP FEIS for the proposed
altematives.

GEOLOGY AND SOIL QUALITY, STABILITY AND MOISTIIRE

4



I

No Action - Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing mpnngernent
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives-Under both Action Alternatives, detailed forest manageme,lrt rules
would be adopted und€r MAPA that are consistent with the inte,nt and philosophy of the
SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indileet or cumulative effects ditrering from those
disclosed in the SFL-L{P FEIS would be anticipated.

WATER QUALrrl QUANTTTY Al.rD DTSTRTBUTION
No Action - UndertheNo AstionAlternative, no changes in the existing management
direetionwould occur. No direct, indir€ct, or crmulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternativep Under both Action Alternatives, detailed forest managerrrent nrles
would be adopted under MAPA tht ere consistent with the intent and philosophy of the
SFLMP ROD. No associated dfuect, indirect or cumulafive effects differing from those
disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS wouldbe anticipated.

nulc )Ofi Wstenhed (Garcral)
wat€rsh€d Rltdss 14,15,16 and 17 wer€ droppd firom the forest managemsnf nrle set
beause thev pertain to activities that re administered rmder separafe DNRC programs.
The intentofthe forest managementnrles is to address DI{RC forest.*ugdtnt
activities as definedby nrle. As such, the rules do not address fire manag€,ment, fire
suppression, fire rchabilimiolr or rehabilitation of other development activities as
described in these RMSs. No measurable effets to water quality or beireficial uses are
expected to reslt from this changg.

R tle )ffiII Votefhd (Camuldtve Effe6)
The language contained in &e for€st managem€N$ nrle is ditrerelrt than that conrained in
Watershed RMS 7. SFLMP Watershed RMS 7 specified that tbreshold values fot
oumulative qxaf€chodeffec'ts would be established forthe Stillwater, Coal Creekand
Swan River State Forest at a level to ensure protoction of beneficial uses with a low
degr€e of rislc The langrrage was changed in the rules to reflect changes that havc
occurred within Moutana Law regarding assessnrcnt of impaired bodies of water and
development of Total Lfu<imtrn Ioad Developnaent CfhdDL), since the adoption of the
SFLMP. The nrles rccognize tbe sensitivity aod special management considerations
nreded statewide for all bodies of water th* have been identified on Montana,s 303(d)
list as impaLed and that are subqrrently in need of TMDL developmenl The primary
watersheds &ainirythe Stillwater" Coal Creek and SwanRiver State Forestare-included
on the 303(d) list, and therefore would stitl be managed to ensure low levels of risk due to
cumulative watershed effects rmder the proposed nrle. The rules provide for the sane
levels ofpmtection for wailer quality and beneficial as provided 6y the SFLMP. No
measurable effeca to water quality or beneficial uses are expectedto result from this
change.

Rt lc WV Watenhed (Monttofing)
The langrrage contained in the forest management rule is different than that contained in
Walershed RMSs 2l and23. The language in WS RMS 21 was changed to incorporate



only those activities administered under the Forest Management Program. Activities
such as mini$g, cabin sites and recreation were not included in the rules because they
pertain to activities that are administered under separate DNRC programs. The intent of
the forest management rules is to address DNRC forest management activities as defined
by rule. Problems identified during monitoring that are attributable to other
adminishative programs will still be documented and shared with other DNRC program
staff, Cooperative remedies and mitigation effiorts will be considered when appropriate.
Therefore, no measurable effects to water quality or beneficial uses are expected to result
from this change.

The language contained in the Watershed RMS 23 was also changed in the rulEs.
Specific references to the Flathead Basin Forest Practices and Fisheries Program Final
Report Recommendations were dropped from rules. This is because the monitoring
strategy outlined in this document has been superseded by the development and adoption
of a Bull Trout Restoration Plan, and a Conservation Agreement for Westslope Cutthroat
Trout by the State of Montana. The forest management rules have integratedthe
monitoring strategies contained in these more recent cooperative conservation efforts,
The monitoring objectives aontained in these agreements and documents are consistent
with the SFLMP. Thetefore, no measurable effects to water quality or beneficial uses are
expectedto result from this change.

AIR QUAIITY
No Action - Under the No Action Altemative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be antiiipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules-would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

VEGETATION COVE& QUANTITY AND QUALITY

No Action - Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives B and C - Under the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent, and philosophy
of the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

Rule IV Biodiversity

$e rules drop a portion of Biodiversif RMS 1: "A coarse filter approach "assumes that
if landscape pattems and process (similar to those species evolved with) are maintained,
then the full complement of species will persist and biodiversity will be maintained"
(Jensen and Everett, 1993)." This portion was removed since it provided no direction



being instead a simple statement ef managem€nt philosophy. However, the concept is
capfired in the definitions section of the nrles.

nulcw Btodivercity
A portion of RMS 2) is removed from the rules. Deleted: "The coarse filter approach
supports diverse wildlife babitat by managing for a variety of forest strrrctures and
compositions, instead of focusing on habitat needs for individual, selected species." The
portionwas delctedbecause itprovides no direction beiry instead a simple statement of
philosophy. Howuver, the concept is captured in the definitions section of the nrles.

This clarified the depueenfs fine filter c,onmitnent to comport with existing laws and
mandates resulting in no change to intelrt of the SFLMP.

RulcVn'
This rule rtplaced ths t5pical analysis area of a "third order drainage" me,lrtioned in the
RMS with the t'a4minisfratirne rmit" as the tSpicat anatysis area; also added the words "a
range of to RMS 3 as follows: VII (2) Our tJpical analpis unit would be a third onder
drainage whs€in we would focus on maintaining or restoring "a range of' the forest
conditions thatwouldhave natnally beenpresent gven topographic, edaphic and
climatic characteristics ofthe arca The additional language results inno change in
effects fromthe SFLMP.

In rule Vtr (3) the deparhent changed the word 'tsfrustrrEs" to "conditions" as follows:
Tinb€r hanwts would be designed to promote lo4g-term diversity and an appropriafe
reprasentation of forest conditions acnoss thelandsc4pe. Where our ownership contained
forcst rrstuctut€s" 

Crnnrle changed to "conditions') made rate on adjacent lmds due to
ottrers mmagBm€otactivities, we would (in nrle changed to'hay') notnecessaily
maintainthose sfructtres in amounts sufficient to compensale fortheir loss when
assessed over the broader landscAe. These two minorwording cbanges result in no
change to the intent of the SFLMP or in the effects anticipated.

Rule VII (3.a) phows minor wording cbanges by adding the following: Howwer, if st*e
ounrership contains rars or rmique habitat elements, as previousty defioed in INEW
RLJLE mJ ocqming nattrally, the deparh,ent shall rnanage so as to retain those
elements, to the extent it is consistent with fiduciary duties owed to the beneficiary. The
original senEnce from RMS 3 follows: Howwer, if oru ownership contained mre or
unique habitat elements occuning naturally (e.g, bog, patches of a rare plant), we would
merrage so as to rctain those elements. The changes result in no change of intent or
effects compared to the SFLMP since they simply clari$ the relationship betvyeen
retention ofthe tandscape ole,ments described and ourtrust obligations.

RMS 4 @ule )fiII) reflects identical changes as RMS 3 as descdbed in the previous
paragraph.

RMS 6 was revised by omitting the following from nrle: - Procedures such as those
descdH in "Biological Diversity Strafegies for Forest Type Crroups" or other technical



references would be used for designating and managing old-growth blocks and
replacement areas. This phrase was deleted because the rules now provide the technical
reference to be used by the deparfrnent. The rules result in implementation of the intent
of the SFLMP with no change in effects,

RMS 6 is also expanded on by inclusion of procedures initially described in the
department's 1998 Biodiversity Implernentation Guidelines. Inclusion in the rules
clarifies and implements the intent of the SFTMP and results in no change in effects.

RMS 7 is deleted. The rules nowprovide necessary program direction in place of the
references contained in RMS 7. The implementation of the SFLMP through inclusion of
Guidelines as rules results in no change in effects from the SFLMP and clarifies the
intent of the SFLMP.

RMS 9 Landscape evaluations would be checked to compare actual effects of
management activities and natural processes against desired or predicted effects (added:
to the extent practicable) in rule XD( This minor addition results in no change from the
intent of the SFLMP nor in anticipated effects.

RMS l0 Cooperative plans would be evaluated as needed, to monitor howsuccessfully
they are being implemented (added: and to determine if continued participation is
warranted) in Rule XVII (a). The phrase " in its sole discretion" was also added to Rule
XVII. The deparhent considers it appropriate to retain disoretion as consistent with
depirtment mandates, ownership and other objectives. These additions result in no
change from the intent of the SFLMP nor in anticipated effects.

Minor wording changes were made in Silviculture RMSs andthese were reviewed, None
of the minor wording changes in the Silviculture RMSs result in a change of SFLMP
intent or effects.

Action Altenrative B - The content of RMS 6 (ROD) ..."DNRC would seek to maintain
or restore old-growth forest in the arnounts of at least half the average proportion that
would be expected to occur with natural processes on similar sites"...would be retained in
rule XWI. No change in effects from the SFLMP would be anticipated. No change in
effects on forest fragmentation, patch size and patch configuration would expected under
this alternative.

Action Alternative C - The commitnent to retain old growth made in RMS 6 (ROD)
would be removed from rule XVI[. Old growth would be managed as outlined in the
rules, but no frm numeric corrrmitment to old growth retention would be made. The
anticipated effects are within the scope of analysis contained in the SFLMP (FEIS: SUM-
10; SUM-44; SUM'57;IY-62to IV-73). No change ineffects on forest fragmentation,
patch size and patch configuration would be expected under this alternative.

Rule XLWI Categorieal Exclusions



An additional categorical exclusion for timber harvest rvas included in both Action
Alternative rule sets. This categorical exclusion would allow timber harvest of up to
100,000 board feet, or salv4ge harrrest of 500,000 board feet. Such harvest or salvage
would not be allowed in situations wherc E:rhaordinary Circumstances (see Rule )(LVtr
Categorical Exclusions) would be likely to occur, and all projects implemented under this
categorical exclusion would be required to conform to these rules.

No Action - Under the No Action Alte,tnative, no changes in the existing manegement
direction would occur. No dircct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action - BothActionAltematives -- Past deparhent ocperience has shownthat hawests
ofthese volunnes are notmally of short duration and limited area Disturbance to the land
and other resoufiees would be minirnal. The er(clusion would not apply unless it was
obvious thatthe oqmulative effects would not be significant when considenedtogether
with otherftarvesting inthe area

Small volume han'ests could help maintain a supply of timber for mall loggiry
operations and mills, helping to provide jobs and sustain local economies. Snall harvests
and salvages could also be part of sustained-yield manage,men! whetber to optimize total
harvest and tnrst income or as an element of srrstained multiple r€sowce management.

Satvaging dead or dyipgtrees would help to conftol insect and disease, and reduce
wildfir€ danger, Renoving dead and dying tees could reduce the number of snags, snag
reBlacements, and large frlen logs ftd are important habitat feattnes for some wildlife 

-

species and componeirts of some ecosyste,ms.

TERRESTRIAI+ AVIAN A}iID AQUATIC LIF-E A}ID HABITATS
No Action- UndertheNo Action dlternative, no changes in the CIdsting management
dircctionwould ocflr. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects wouldk antiiipatea.

Action Alternatives B and C - Under the Action Alteroatives, dEtailed forest rnanagsrneNrt
nrles pertaining to wildlife would be adopted rurder MAPA that are consistelrt withthe
intenq and philosophy of the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct" indfuest or cumulative
effects ditrering fromtbose disctosed in the SFLMP FEIfI would be anticipated.

Action Alternative B -The content of RMS 6 (ROD) ..."DNRC would seekto maintain
or restlrre old4rowlfi forest in the amotrnts of at least half the average proportion that
would be Qrpected to occw with nattral priocesses on similar sites"...would be retained in
rule X\[tr. No change in effects from the SFLMP would be anticipatod-

AstionAlterndive C-The commimentto retain oldgrowthmade inRMS 6 (ROD)
would be removed fr,om nrle )ryIU. 01d growlh would be qanaged as outlined in the
nrles, but no firm numeric commihent to old grourlft retention would be made. The
anticipated effects are within the scope of analysis contained in the SFLMP for Forest
vegetation and Wildlife respectively (FEIS: sUM-10, SUM-44, sUM-57, lv-62to IV-
73; SIJM-61, SUM-62, [V-116 to IV-167).

9



Under both Action Alternatives some minor changes to SFLMP RMS langt'age were
made in rules pertaining to terrestriat, avian and aquatic life and habitats. The rules are
listed below with an explanation of potential for associated effects.

Rule XLil Big Game (general)
Big Game RMS 3 was dropped from the forest management rule set because itpertains to
the replacement of outdated November 1989 department policy that has been not been in
use for approximately 7 years. Forest management rules would provide needed direction,
thus, this RMS is unnecessary. This change is consistent with the original SFLMP
RMSs and would result in no measurable effects to wildlife or their habitats. Big Garne
RMSs 5 and 6 were retained rn rule in new and separate locations (rule )(D( Biodiversity
- Field Reviews and rule ruVtfi Management of the State Forest Land Management
Plan).

Rule M{VII Fisheries (general)
The language contained in the forest managernent rule set is different than that contained
in Fisheries RMSs 2, 8 and 9. Specific references to the Flathead Basin Forest Practices
and Fisheries ProgramFinal Report Recommendation 17 and the knmediate Actions fbr
Bull Trout recommendedby Governor's Bull Trout Restoration Team were.dropped from
rules. This is because the documents referenced in the original RMSs have been
superseded by the development and adoption of a Bull Trout Restoration Plan and a
Conservation Agreement for Westslope Cutthroat Trout by the State of Montana. The
forest management rules have integrated the strategies contained in these more recent
cooperative conservation efforts. The objectives contained in these agreements are
consistent with the SFLMP and would result in rro measurable effects to fisheries or fish
habitat.

Fisheries RMS 7 was dropped &om the forest mrmagement rules because these
conservation measures have also been integrated into the State's Bull Trout Restoration
Plan, and conservation strategies contained in the Westslope and Yellowstone Cutthroat
Trout Conservation Agreements. The objectives contained in these agreements are
consistent with the SFLMP and would result in no measure effects to fisheries or fish
habitat.

LiNIQUE, ENDANGERED, SENSITWE, FRAGILE OR LIMITED
ENVIRONMENTAL RES OURCE S
No Action - Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direcg indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives B and C - Under the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules pertaining to wildlife would be adopted under MAPA. that are consistent with the
inteirt, and philosophy of the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative
effects differing fromthose disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.
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Action Alternative B - The content of RMS 6 (ROD) ...*DNRC would seek to maintain
or rcstore old-growth forest in the amounts of at least half the average proportion that
would be expecrcd to occur with natural processes on simil4l sites"...would be retained in
nrle XVII. No change in effeets from the SFLMP would be anticipated.

Action Alternative C - The commitmerrt to retain old growth made in RMS 6 (ROD)
would be removed from nrle )nntr. Old growth would be managed as outlined in the
rules, but no firm numeric commihent to old growth rptention would be made. The
anticipated effects arc within the scope of analysis contained in the SFLMP for Forest
Vegetation md Wilillife respectively (FEIS: SUM-10, SUM-44, SI-IM-57, IV-62 to tV-
73; SLJM-61, SIJM-62,IV-l16 to IV-167)

ActionAltenratives - Some minor changesto SIILMP nVfS languagp were made inrules
pertaining to tbreatmed and endangened species. The rules are listed with an explanation
of potential for associated effects below.

ndc JA{Uffi Thrcatened md Entungercd Species (2), (2)(a) and Q)Q).
The nrles wilt carry the force of law when adopted. Thus, the deparhent considers it
app,iopriateto rctaindiscreti_on forworking Soup and recovery effortparticipatio4 as
consisteot with deparment mendates, ownership and otber objectives. Consequently, the
phra*e ' in its sole discretion" was addcd to reflectthis need Cf&E RMS 2). The
deeartnent has no intention of redtrcing paticipaion in working groups applicable to
manngernetrt of habitat on state land$ howwer, discretionary language was deemed
neoessary. This change is aonsistent with the original SFLMP RMSs and would nesult in
no measurable effects to rmique, endangere4 ftagile or limited environme,lrtal resorrces.

T&E RMS 3 was remowd from nrles fortlreatened and endange,red spwies, but is
contained in nrle )GVItr ldaoagement of the State Forest Iand ldanagement Plan.

T&E RMS 4 was clarified in nrle )Oilntr Theateqed and Fndrngered Spwies (3) to
that other appropriate data repositoties for monitoring information may be

pr$eNrt other rhan thosc specified in the RMS. This change is consiste,nt with ths original
SFLMP RMSs aod would restrlt in no measurable effects to uniqr.re, endangered, fragile
or limited environmental resourees.

Rale )ffi(VI Sensittw Specia (2)(a)
As worded in Sensitive Species RMS 8, the language orieina[y stated thatall (italics
added) observations of sensitive plant or animal species would be reported to the
MontanaNatural Heritage Program G\fi{IIP). The proposed rule change would shte that
anly rctable (italios added) observations would be reported ts the MNIIP or other
appropriate data repository. These changes wene needed to reduce the volume of low-
vahre observations, andacknowledge that inthe fisure, other datarepositories may be
more appopriate to receive infornation. This ohange is consistent with the orignnal
SFLMP RMSs and would renrlt in no measurable effects to unique, endangerod
sertsitive, fragile or limited environmelrtal resources.
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RuleW(W Sensitive Species (3)
Pertains to SS RMS 6. The rules will carry the force of law when adopted. Thus, the
department considers it appropriate to retain discretion for obtaining and referencing the
most appropriate information sources, which can change over time. Thus, the phrase " in
its sole discretion" was added to reflect this need. The department intends to continue
use of the best information available to address habitat concerns on state lands, however,
discretionary language was deemed necessary. This change is consistent with the
original SFLMP RMSs and would result in no measurable effects to unique, endangered,

sensitive, fragile or limited environrnental resources.

Rule )ffi(VI Sensitive Species (general)
Sensitive Species RMS 5 was dropped from the forest management rule set because it
directs the Forest Management Bureau to provide guidance for managing to support
populations of sensitive species. Forest management rules would provide this direction,
thus, this RMS is unnecessary. This change is consistent with the original SFLMP
RMSs and would result in no meastrable effects to unique, endangered, sensitive, fragile
or limited environmental resources.

HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES
No Action - Under theNo Action Alternative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Altematives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

AESTIIETICS
No Action - Under the No Actiorr Alternative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Altematives - Under either of the Action Altematives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA ttrat are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

DEMANDS ON ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES OF LAND, WATER, AIR OR
ENERGY
No Action - Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Altprnatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consisterrt with the intent and philosophy of
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the"SFLMP ROD. No associated direct indirect or ctrmulative effects differiag from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

OTHER W DOCUMENTS PERTINENT TO TI{E AREA
No Action - Numerous other federal and state managpment plans qrist for Montana (such
aq federal USFS Forost Plans, federal threatened and endangered species recovery plans,
state Management Plans for Wildlife ldanagement Areas, Plum &qek Timber Company
Habitat Conscrvation Plan etc.) and these would apply regprdless of DNRC selection of
this altern*ive. Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing
rnpnagement direction would occru and no other federal or state management plans
would be atreG'ted" No dircct indir€ct, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alte,tnatives - Numerous other fede,ral and state rnanagement plans exist for
Montana and would apply regardless of DNRC selestion of this alternative. Under either
ofthe Action Alternatives, no other federal or stsle managcmqlt plans would be affected.
hailed forest m4nsgomqrt rules would be adopted rmder il{APA that are consisteirt with
the intent and philosophy of the SFLMP ROD. No associaed dfuect, indirect or
qrmulative effects ditredng from those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS wotrld be
anticipated. i

HI.JMAN HEALru A}ID SAFETY
No Action - Under the No Action Altornativg no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indfu€ct, or crrmulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detaild forest management
rules wouldbe adoptedunder MAPA that arc consistelrtwithth€ inteot and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associratd dfuect, indir€ct or crrmtrlative effects differing from
those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

INDUSTRI,AL, COMMERCI.AL AI{D AGRICI,JLTI.JRAL ACTTVTTIES A}.ID
PRODUCTION
No Action - Under the No Action Altenrative, no changes in the existing management
dfueotion would oocur. No direct, indircct, or cunulative effects would be anticipated.

Astion Alternatives - Under either of the Astion Alternatives, detailed forcst managemelrt
rules would be adopted rrnder N,IAPA tbat are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated dircct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

Weed Managatunt RaIe )(LV
RMS I (pertains to rule )(LV (2) was revised and language was remoyed that specified
compliance with weed management law, inventory of occurre,lrce, development of
management plans, and allocation of fimding for control projects. These activities would
be addressed tbrough ongoing projects and through existing cooperative plans and laws.
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The language was not considered necessary in rule. No associated direct, indirect or
cumulative effects differing from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be

anticipated.

RMS 5 (pertairts to rule )(LV (2xiv)) was revised. Language was removed that specified
a speciflc number of years that continued control efforts would be applied following
activities creating soil disturbance. These efforts would continue as needed on ongoing
projects and license renewals. The language was not considered necessary inrule. No
associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects diftering from those disclosed in the
SFLMP FEIS wouldbe anticipated.

RMS 6 (pertains to rule )(LV (lxb)) was revised, Language was removed that specified
that weed management for large areas may be limited to containment. The language was
not considered necessary in rule as it identifies an obvious management strategy where
such circumstances exist. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing
from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

RMS 7 (pertains to rule )(LV) this RMS was remeved. It is an obligationthat is
understood by the deparbnent. The language was not considered necessary in rule. No
associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from those disclosed in the
SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

RMS 8 (pertains to rule XLV (3Xb)) this RMS was revised. The unnecessary reference
to the Montana County Weed Management Act was removed. The language was not
considered necessary in rule. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects
differing from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

RMS 9 (pertains to rule )(LV (5) this RMS was revised. The reference to special uses
was removed as the rules applyto forest management activities. The language was not
considered necessary in rule. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects
differing from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

RMSs ll,12, and 13 (pertains to rule )(LV) were omitted from rule as these
requirements would be met as a part of ongoing project activities, licensing renewals and
cooperative agreements with other entities and countias. The language was not
considered necessary in rule. No associated direct, indirect or crmulative effects
differing from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

Grazing on ClassiJied Forcsl Lands RuIe XLM
RMS 1 (pertains to rule XLIV (3)) was revised to acknowledge that changes to grazrng
stipulations could occur on licenses at any time during the term of the license. No
associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from those disclosed in the
SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.
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RMS 3 (pertains to rule )GIV (5)) was revised and references and range site
detenninationcriteriaweneremoved. Acceptedmethodsarecurrentlyinplace,which
may change over time with improved information and mefhodologies. As zuch, these
were not considered necessary to include in formal rule. No associated direct, indirect or
cumulative effects differing from those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS would be
anticipated.

RMS 6 (tertains to rule )GIV (8)) rcfenence to nunoerical require,naent was removed for
determination of healthy dparian firnction This requirement was considened to be an
unrealistio criterion that is difficult to quantifr and define. No associated direcL tndirect
or cumulative effects ditrering from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEI$ would be
anticipated.

RMS 7 a. and b. (pertdns to nrle )(LIV (11) were combined in rule. No associded
dfuect, indirect or crmulative effects differing from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS
would be anticipated-

RMS c. (pertai$ to nrle )(LIV (11)) was re,moved, which included uurccessary
references and rmrealistio broune utilizadon criteda No associated dir€ct, indirect or.
ctrmulative effects difrering from those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be
anticipated

RMS d. (pertains to nrle )(LIV (12)) this RMS was revis€dto clarifi applicability and
roles of lice,nsee and the d€,parmeot. No associated dircct, indir€ct or crrmulative effects
ditr€ring from those disclosedinthe SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

QUAI.ITITY AI.ID DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYI{ENT
No Action - Under the No Action Altenrative, no changes in the existing management
directionwould occrr. No dircct, indirect, or crmoulative effects wouldbe anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Astion Alternatives, detailed forest maqflgement
nrles would be adoptedrmder MAPA that are consistentwith the intent and philosophyof
the SFLMP ROD. No associatd dirc$ indir€ct or crnnulative effects differiug from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated

LOCAL A}.ID STATE TAX BASE A}'{D TAX REVENTJES
No Action - Under the No Astion Alterndive, no cbanges in the existing tnanagerne,lrt

direction would occm No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the iqtent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direq indirect or cumulative effects diffeting from
those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.
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DEMAND FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES
No Action - Under the No Action Altemative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direcg indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Altematives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

LOCALLY ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAI PLANS AND GOALS
No Action - Under the No Action Altemative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

ACCESS TO, AND QUALITY OF, RECREATIONAL AND WILDERNESS
ACTIVITIES
No Aetion - Under the No Action Altemative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Altematives, detailed forest mauagement
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

DENSITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION A}ID HOUSING
No Action - Under the No Action Altenrative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occw. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA that are consistent with the intent and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direct, indirect or cumulative effects differine from
those disclosed in the SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

SOCIAL STRUCTURES AND MORES
No Action - Under the No Action Altemative, no changes in the existing management
direction would occur. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.
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Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules would be adopted under MAPA tb* are consistent with the interrt and philosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associaned direct, indirect or cumulative effects differing ftom
those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated-

CULTURAL LJMQIJENESS Al.rD DIVERSITY
No Action - Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in the existing management
diroction would o@ur. No direct, indiroct, or cumulative effects would be anticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest manngement
nrles wouldbe adopted rmdsr MAPAthat are consistent with the intent mdphilosophy of
the SFLMP ROD. No associated direot, indirect or qmulative effects differing from
those disclosod intbe SFLMP FEIS would be anticipated.

OTIIER APPROPRIATE SOCIAL A|ID ECONOMIC CIRCLJMSTAI.ICES (i.e.,
alteration of firhne land uses)
No Action - Undsr the No Acdon Altemative, no changes in the existing management
diroctionwouldoccm Nodirect,indircct,orcumuldiveeffFectswouldbeanticipated.

Action Alternatives - Under either of the Action Alt€rnatives, detailed forest managemelrt
rules would be adopbduoder MAPA that are consisteNrt withthe inte,lrt andphilosophy of
the SFLMF ROD. No associded dir€cq indireqt or cumulative effects differing from
those disclosed inthe SFLMP FEIS would be auticipated" No change in annual haffwt
level would be anticipated.

CwruIariwEIfc*
No Action - Und€r the No Action Alterndive, no chages in the odsting management
directionwould ocsur. No cumulative effects would be anticipated

Action Alternatives - Under eithe,r of the Action Alternatives, detailed forest management
rules wouldbe adopted rmder lv[APA that me oonsistent withthe analysis contained in
the SFLMP FEIS. Some minor deviations in wording of orlgrnal SFLMP RMSg would
be present in adoped forest niles, however, no associated cumulative
effects ditr€dng ftom those disclosed rn the SFLMP FEIS analysis would be anticipated.
Overall, adoption of the fqpstrnanagemaNrt rules could improve the efficiency and
consistency ofpmject-level decision making at the statewide level, which would be
beneficial to trust beneficiaries.

Action Alternative B - The cont€nt of RMS 6 (ROD) would be retained in nrle )fi/IL No
change in crmoulative effects from the SFLMP would be anticipated.

Action Alternative C - The comnitnent to retain old grourth made in RMS 6 (ROD)
would be removed from rule XVII. Old growth would be managed as outtined in the
nrles, but no firm numeric commihent to old growth retelrtion would be made.
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Anlicipated cumulative effects would be within the scope of analysis contained in the
SFLMP for Forest Vegetation and Wildlife respectively (FEIS: SUM-I0, SUM-44, SUM-
57,\r-62 to IV-73; SUM-61, SUM-62, W-t 16 to IV-161.
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Bruce Rowland DNRC Forest Products sales section supervisor
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1.0 - PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The North Fork Smith River Dam and Reservoir (Lake Sutherlin) are located in Meagher County, Montana, in ^r,Township 10N, Range 9E, sections 17 and 20. The dam is owned by the Montana iepartmeniof Natural tResources and Conservatlg| (DNRC) and is managed by the State Water Projects Buieau (SWpB). The
North Fork of Smith River Water Users AssociationlrufSWUn) operates the dim. The reservoir,s principal
use is. for agricultural inigation. Recreational use also occurs, wiih fishing the primary activity. The dam is a
zoned earthfill structure. Associated structures include an 8O-foot wide (tapering to +O+oot wiOe) by 135-foot
long, uncontrolled reinforced concrete chute spillway, located on the right abutm-ent, and a modified horseshoe
reinforced concrete outlet tunnel, S-feet wide by s-feet high at the centerline. A S4-inch butterfly valve controls
the flow in the tunnel, with a S4-inch slide gate valve serving as an auxiliary. The gates are operated from a
smaff metal gatehor.rse located midpoint on the dam crest. The reservoir siorage Capacity at maximum pool is
1 1,500-acre feet. The reservoir has a natural drainage area of 71 square miles and'a surface area of about
335 acres at normal pool. The dam is easily seen from U.s Highway 12.

The North Fork of the Smith River Dam was designed and constructed by the Montana State Water
Conservation Board (SWCB). The project operatbr, the NFSWUA, was incorporated in November 1g35, The
storage project was financed with a loan and grant from the Public Works Administration and with SWCB
funds. The construction contract was awarded to J.L. McLaughlin of Great Falls, MT in the spring of 1g36.
Construction work commenced on May 4, 1936 and the final inspection was held on November O, tgSO. fne
work was accepted as complete on November 19, 1936 subject to the contractor furnishing the SWCB with a
guarantee as to satisfactory operation of the control gates. Over the years, occasional refairs have been
made to the dam and associated structures. None of the repairs or improvements has substantially altered the
originaldesign.

The spillway condition has been deteriorating for many years. An inspection conducted by the Army Corps of
Engineers (COE) in 1981 found that the dam has inadequate spillway capacity, with the spil*ay showing ^-serious deterioration. For this reason, the Corps classified the dam is unsafe according to the itandardi set I
forth under the National Dam Inspection Act, Public Law g2-367. The spillway has since-deteriorateO 6 td -point that replacement of the entire structure is needed.

The proposed action calls for the construction of a new spillway with dimensions similar to the existing
structure. The new spillway will be designed to meet or exceed all current safety standards. The exiJting
spillway structure would be removed and replaced with a new structure of similar design. All replacement
concrete will meet current standards to improve the durability over the original construition. Adbitional
seepage drains would also be installed around the outlet structure. npproXimately 30,000 cubic yards of
materialwill be utilized'in the cut and fill operation, with a total of approximately 20 disturbed acr6s.

The overriding goal o! this ploiegt is to improve the etficiency, safety and functionatity of the Dam for it,s
continued use for agriclltural irrigation and recreation. Public beneiits from this proji;ct include the continued
use of reservoir water for agricultural irrigation and water-based recreation. Creltty ;h;;*d prO6.-iii"i' I
an additionaland very significant benefit.

1.1 Project Goals and Obiectives

Goals of the dam rehabilitation project include the following:

A. Reduce the likelihood of dam failure and the resulting potential loss of life.

B. Meet Montana Dam Safety's new spillway standards.

C. Control seepage to avoid potential stability problems.
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D. Avofd spillway failure in the event of the design flood.

E. Conserve water resources for the benefit of water users and recreationists.

- F. Extend the dam's useful life and its advantages another 50 to 75 years wiih minimal negative environmental or
socio-economic impacts.

Project Objectives include:

1. Optimize design work for most cost effective rehabilitation option without compromising safety or causing
sign ificant environmental damage.

2. Replacement of the deteriorated spillway with a new spillway designed to meet spillway standards and
preserve dam integrity.

3. Replacement of the outlet structure and installation of a seepage collection system to control seepage.

1.2 Project Location

The North Fork of the Smith River Dam and Reservoir are located in Meagher County, Montana, in Township
10N, Range 8E, in sections 17 and20.

^-.1.3 Scope of Environmental Analysis
-It- Public and Agency Involvement

Other state and federal agencies have been contacted by the DNRC to discuss the project and to identify
potential environmental issues. Representatives from the COE, DFWP, DEQ, MNP, and the SHPO were
contacted. Representative from the NFSWUA were also involved in the planning process.

lssues Studied in Detail

The issues examined in detail in this draft EA were identified by the DNRC, communications with the
NFSWUA, other agencies, and through comments received during the development of the feasibility study and
the DNRC grant proposal process. lssues identified through the public comment period will be included and
addressed in the final EA. Listed below are potential project-related impacts examined in this document"

o Effects on downstream water quality and quantity.

r Effects on Plant and AnimalThreatened and Endangered Species, and Species of Special Concern, and
effects to other wildlife and fisheries resources.

Effects to agricultural water uses, land use and ownership.

Effects to public safety, including traffic, noise, air quality, etc.

Effects on stream bank and soil erosion due to project construction.

Effects on recreation and esthetics.
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Effects on the local economy and government services.

Etfects on historic and cultural resources.

Effects on vegetation, including weed proliferation.

Cumulative and secondary etfects due to project construction.

lssues Eliminated from Further Study

The issues beyond the scope of this EA and eliminated from further study are as follows:

. Breaching the dam

This issue was eliminated from further study due to the significant role the reservoir serves in providing water
for agricultural use throughout the basin. With the removal of the dam, the area's agricultural-based economy
would be severely impacted due to the unavailability of irrigation dnd stock water. Many of thearea's farms
and ranches would most likely experience severe economic hardship. The recreational opportunities
associated with the reservoir would be lost. There could also be potentially serious short-term and long-term
environmental consequences associated with the dam's removal, including increased sedirnentation, stream
bank erosion, and an increased likelihood of downstream flooding. The potential severity of the environmental
consequences associated with breaching the dam would require a detailed Environmental lmpact Statement
(ElS) before such a project could proceed. The timeframe for the compleilon of an EIS is normally long and
the condition of the dam would continue to deteriorate during that time, with an increasing risk to people and
property downstream.

,

In addition to the requirements under the MEPA, when deciding on actions and management initiatives to
address water storage project issues, the DNRO, by statute, must consider the following, as stated in Section
85-1 -701 (2) through (3):

(2) ln setting priorities among new water storaEe projects, the gotlemor shall consider whether a proiect:

(a) solves a severe water problem
(b) provides multiple uses and benefits
(c) provides for public uses '

(d) shows strong evidence of broad citizen support
(e) is able to obtatin non-state sources of funding
i0 protects and seek to enhance social, ecologicat, cultural and aesthetic values
(g) improves localand skte economic development
6) c6uU resolve tndian and federal reserued water rightsrssues 

:

(i) supparts water conseruation activities; and
(j) promotes the use of water reserued under Montana law.

(3) In setting priorities among water storage rehabititation projects, the governor'shtall consider whether the
project:

(a) is needed to protect pubtic safety
(b) has impacts if not repaired or rehabilikted; and l

(c) accomplished the goals listed in (2)(a) through (2)(i).
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1.4 Applicable Regulatory Requirements

fmontana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC)

r Montana Dam Safety Act: 85-15-105 MCA - This act applies to the construction, repair, or removal of any

dam that impounds 50 acre-feet or more at normal pool elevation. A Dam Safety Permit from the Dam

Safety Section of the DNRC would be required.

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (DFWP)

r Non-gdme and Endangered Species Conservation Act: 87-5-101 MCA - "species or subspecies of wildlife

indigenous to this state which may be found to be endangered within the state should be protected in order

to maintain and to the extent possible enhance their numbers."

o Montana Stream Protection Act: 87-5-501 MCA (SPA 124-Permit) - Applies to any project including the

construction of new facilities or modification, operation, and maintenance of an existing facility that may

affect the natural existing shape and form of any stream, its banks or tributaries.

Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEO)

31g Authorization: 75-5-908 MCA - The proposed construction would likely increase suspended sediment

and turbidity to levels above established standards under all of the action alternatives. Therefore, a short-

term exemftion from surface water quality standards (318 authorization) from the Montana DEQ would be

needed before project construction could commence.

MPDES Permit: 75-5-401MCA - lf construction would require dewatering pumping, a Montana Pollutant

Discharge Elimination System Permit (MPDES) would be required from DEQ.

Storm Water Discharge: 75-5-401MCA - A Storm Water Discharge Permit, issued by DEQ, may be

required during construction under all of the action alternatives.

Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

. Montana Antiquities Act: 22-3-421through 442MCA - Clearance from the SHPO indicating no adverse

effects to cultural or historic resources as a result of the construction would have to be secured.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE)

. Federal Clean Water Act: 33 C.F.R. 209 and 40 (4}4-Permit) - This permit is required when a project will

result in the discharge or placement of dredged or fill material in waters of the United States. 'Waters of

the United States" includes lakes, rivers, streams, wetlands and other aquatic sites. lt is anticipated that

some dredged or fill material may be placed below the high water level of the reservoir during the proposed

construction.

^rU.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

v o Endangered Species Act: 16 U.S.C 1531-1544 - Compliance and Consultation

o
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

This chapter describes the alternatives that were analyzed in this EA.

2.1 Development of Alternatives

There are many possible variations or.alternatives to any proposed action. However, the purpose of
developing project alternatives is to address jssues or p6tbntial problems raised by the proposed project. tn
addition to thd No 4cJion aqd tle Proposed Action, other alternatives have been O-eveloired and are described
in section 2-2- ln 1989 the DNRC contracted with HKM Associates to conduct a Renabilitation Feasibility
Study of the dam for upgrading the dam to then current dam safety standards. The draft study was
summarized in a 1995 report to DNRC (Appendix E). The study iricluded the fol6wing etements:

. Land Resource and Ownership
o Flood Hydrology and Water Availabilily
o Geotechnical Investigation and Analysis
o Rehabilitation Plan with Alternatives and Cost Estimates. Project Evaluation with Farm Budget Analysis and Economic Analysis

In early 2002 DNRC applied the newly adopted Montana Dam Safety spillway standards to the North Fork of
the Smith Dam. The required spillway capacity was then determined by calcutatingihe esiimjteo ioss oiritr in
the inundation area below the dam, then computing the design floods. The dam was found to be unable to
route the required design storm under the new rules. Consequently, the original Feasibility Study has been
reviewed and modified_to advalce a preliminary design which would meet t6e new spilway.i"noaro.. These
alternatives were developed primarily through the feasibility Study conducted by HKM.

Primary lssues

The primary issue that.h.as emerged through the feasibility study and agency contacts is how the proposed
project will alleviate public health and safefu concerns relited td tne dair's unsafe condition, whild continuing
to provide economic benefits with the least amount of negative environmental impact. primary to this issue is
how the p0ect may affect water quality, water flows, fish-eries and stream bank erosion downstream from the
dam. Some downstream irrigators are concerned that addressing water quality concerns will in some way
etfect their ability to divert and utilize the water they require for irrigation ahd stock watering. The DFWp is
concerned about flows for reservoir and downstream fisheries resources. The DEe expreised concerns on
water quality and identified the need to continue collecting additional water quality data'so baseline information
can be established and the development of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) plan can pio.eeO.

It is these concerns that have resulted in the inclusion of the proposed water quality protection
recommendations as part of the acfion alternatives presented in Section 6.0.

Other Relevant lssues

As identified in Chapter 1.0, other relevant issues are raised by the proposed project. These include, among
others, potential effects to land use, wetlands, soits, wildlife, cutturalresources, recreational resources, and
socialand economic considerations. The effect of each alternative on these individual resource areas is
examined and compared in the succeeding chapters.
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t(- 2.2 Description of Alternatives

Various alternative spillway configurations were presented in HKM's 1995 Feasibility Repod. The original

llalternatives were designed to meet the "probable maximum flood" (PMF) criteria for dam safety standards in

leffect at that time (0.75 of PMF of 40,000 cfs). The spillway configuration alternatives had to pass 30,000 cfs
to meet these standards. Consequently, these alternatives represent configurations that are larger than now

necessary to pass the design flood. Due to recent changes in criteria for setting Montana Dam Safety spillway

standards, an additional alternative was developed by State Water Projects engineers in early 2002 to meet

the new Montana spillway standards which are based upon loss of life factors. A summary of the alternative
spillway and embankment con{igurations is provided in Table 1.

NORTH FORK OF THE SMITH DAM REHABILITATION
ALTERNATIVE SPILLWAY AND EMBANKMENT CONFIGURATIONS

labyrinth crest length/channel width, with top of fuse plug

(SWPB alternative preliminary design - 50 loss of life design flood at 18,100 cfs, modified from HKM alternative 4):

(HKM 1995 Feasibility Study Alternatives for 0.75 PMF X

Auxiliary Spillways

Alternative
Principal Spillway

Crest Elev. Crest Lenqth
Right Abutment Left Abutment

Crest Elev. Crest Length Crest Elev. Crest Length

Max. W.S. Elev

for 30,000 cfs

Top of Dam

Elevation

5488.30 120 5490.3 278 NA NA s498.20 5500.5

1A 5488.30 120 5490.3 210 NA NA 5499.20 5501.5

z 5490.00 130 5492.0 350 NA NA 5499.20 5501.5

2A 5490.00 130 5492.O 240 NA NA 5500.20 5502.5

o 5490.00 '130 5492.0 249 5495.00 300 s498.70 5501.0

3A 5490.00 130 5492.0 175 5495.00 210 5499.70 5502.0

4 5488.30 120/70- 5493.9. 120 NA NA 5497.80 5498.0
crest h/channel width, with elevation

--Effective labyrinth crest lengthf/O-ft actual side-to-side width, crest
***Maximum water storage elevation for 18,500 cfs

The new alternative 5 spillway configuration is designed to pass an 18,000 cfs design storm (to account for
future growth). This is twice the minimum occurrence interval. Alternative 5 is a modified version of HKM's

alternative #4.

Alternatives 1, 1A, 4 and 5 maintain the principal spillway crest at the present top of flashboards elevation
(5,488.3' feet). Storage capacity and reservoir operations will not be changed under these alternatives.

The remaining alternatives (2, 2A,3,3A) include raising the principal spillway crest 1.7 feet above the existing

top of flashboards to elevation 5,490.0.

The alternatives are organized into five alternative spillway configurations (1 - 5) with alternatives 1 - 3 having

two alternative embankment configurations. Alternatives 1 - 3 utilize rock fill over the downstream face at a

slope of 1.85H:1.0V to raise the embankment. Two feet of rock riprap is added to the upstream face to
improve the rapid drawdown stability. The second embankment configuration (alternatives 1A - 3A) utilizes

1.5H:1V slopes on the upstream and downstream faces for the raised area. The upstream face would also be

covered with two feet of riprap.

lmplementation of the alternatives (other than the No Action alternative) would follow the same procedures and

^schedules, 
as detailed in Appendix C. The action alternatives would have Similar environmental impacts, since

lf'r" proposed construction activities and schedules are essentially the same for each of the three action

-alternatives. Any variance of potential impacts with the action alternatives will be identified for each issue

studied in detail as presented in section 4.
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No Action

The No Action Alternattiveserves as a baseline description for current conditions at the project site. The
current conditions at the project site would continue.

The no action alternative would result in continued degradation of the dam and associated structures, possibly
resulting in partial or total failure of the dam in the event of a flood episode, thereby increasing the threat to
propefi and people living downstream. Downstream water quality could be negatively impacted due to the
erosion and turbidity that would result from partial or totalfailure of the dam, with possibte negative impacts to
reservoir and downstream aquatic habitats. Water available for agricultural and recreational use iould also be
negatively impacted if no action is taken.

Spillway Alternatives

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 utilizes a rock auxiliary spillway channel adjacent to the principal spillway on the right abutment
with the principal spillway crest equal to the present top of flashboards.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 also utilizes a rock auxiliary spillway adiacent to the principal spillway on the right abutment, but
with the principal spillway crest 1 .7 teet above the present top of flashboards.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 utilizes two auxiliary spillway channels - one adjacent to
abutment and one on the left abutment. The principal spillway crest is
flashboards.

the principal spillway on the right
1.7 feet above the present top of

Alternative 4

This altemative was designed for minimal raise of the embankment. The design utilizes a labyrinth crest
principal spillway with an adjacent rock channelauxiliary spillway. The labyrinth crest elevation would be equal
to the present top of flashboards. The rock channel would include a fuse plug dike designed to wash out at
extreme flood events. The. fuse plug, under the new spillway standards provides an auxiliary spilpay with a
larger capacity than needed to pass the design ftood.

Alternative 5

The alternative 5 utilizes the labyrinth crest principal spillway with an adjacent rock channel auxiliary spillway
as in HKM's alternative 4. However, the fuse plug dike is not used in the auxiliary rock channel because
spillway design flood standards are achieved without the additional excavation and installation costs. The
labyrinth crest elevation would be equalto the present top of the flashboards. The spillway would be designed
for a flow capacity ot_18,500 cfs (50 loss of life factor) with the reservoir water surface at the present top oi
dam. No tower modifications are required for this alternative.
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' b.o - drrecrED ENVTRoNMENT

To evaluate potential impacts resulting from the proposed project and the other alternatives described in
Chapter 2.0. it is necessary to understand the current environmental condition of the project area.

3.1 Geology

The dam and reservoir site lies in a narrow depression between the Castle Mountains on the south and the
Little Belt Mountains on the north, through which the North Fork of the Smith River Flows. The rocks range in

age from Belt (Pre-Cambrian) to late Tertiary. The entire reservoir, except a narrow strip above the dam, is in

basatt. Geologic units that outcrop within the area include Tertiary sediments and recent alluvium.

3.2 Topography

The area consists of basin and range topography, completed by thrust faulting, with gentle to steeply sloping

terrain. Landforms in the areaare dominated by benchlands, rolling hills and buttes, with moderate to steep
grades, bisected by entrenched stream courses and drainages. Elevations range from 5,400 to 6,300 feet.

3.3 Water Resources

Groundwater: Inventories conducted by the Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology (MBMG) indicates that

frroundwater exists in sufficient quantities within the Tertiary sediments common in the area for most stock and
Ui6mgstic needs. Shallow ground water in alluvium generally occurs under unconfined conditions. Flow rates

as measured at several wells in the project area range from 9 to 79 gallons per minute, with ground water
depths ranging from 1 to 89 feet. Ground water quality varies greatly within the area, with the median

dissolved-sblids concentrations ranging from .005 to 119 milligrams per liter. The pH of ground water in the
area ranged from 6.8 to 8.5.

Surface Water: The main surface waters include the North Fork of the Smith River Reservoir (Lake Sutherlin)

and the North Fork of the Smith River. The water in the North Fork of the Smith River is generally classified as

fair to good quality. Surface water quality and quantity are highly variable, depending on the existing

climitalogical and hydrological conditions. The amount of total dissolved solids (TDS) in water is an indication

of the salinity. TDS concentrations are considered moderate in the North Fork of the Smith River. Dissolved
oxygen is needed to sustain aquatic life, with concentrations of over 7 mg/l generally considered best for cold-
water fisheries. Nitrogen and phosphorous are essential for aquatic plant growth, however, high

concentrations can cause excessive algal groMh, which depletes dissolved oxygen. Nitrogen concentrations
of less than 5mg/l are desirable, while phosphorous concentrations of less than 0.1 mgA are desirable' Water
quality data for the North Fork of the Smith River is summarized in Table 2. The main surface water quality
problems are caused by non-point type sources, which include agricultural runof{, irrigation returns and similar

sources. Problems identified include high sediment loads, nutrient enrichment, and algal growth. The North

Fork of the Smith River is listed by the DFWP as a chronically dewatered stream due to the significant flow
variations experienced through the year.
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of the Smith River

268 181-366 9.2 6.6-13.6

Table 2

Source - unpublished USGS water quality data, 1982-1996 mg/l=milligrams per liter

Wetlands: Seeps immediately downstream from the dam have formed a small wetland (less than Vz acre). No
other known wetlands exist within the project area.

Water Rights and Reservations: The North Fork Smith River Water Users Association currently has 11,000
acre-feet o{ water under contract, divided among 29 water users (i.e. farms and ranches). Approximately 100
people are served directly by the Project, while an estimated 1,300 are indirectly served (e.9. non-agricuftural
uses such as fishing). During the 1980s the MT Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (DFWP) applied for
severalflow reservations within the Smith River Basin. The purpose of the DFWP reservations was to set
aside a minimum river flow to protect fisheries habitat. These reservations have no force and etfect as
provided in the Board of Natural Resources and Conservation Final Order concerning water reservations in the
Upper Missouri River Basin because of the current basin closure. The DFWP reservations serve only as an
indication of flows needed for fisheries habitat.

3.4 Soils

Soils are generally unditferentiated alluvium, shallow and well drained, with the major soil order of the area
being the Mollisols-Entisols, comprised of alluvium and shale parent material. The most common soiltypes
include loams and clay loams in shale, sandy clay and clayey sediments, with soil depths ranging from 20 to
40 inches. The soil-mapping units within the proposed disturbed area have not been specified as land of
"statewide irn portance."

3.5 Vegetation

The plant communities present in the project area include pasture grassland, irrigated croplaqd, and floodplain
vegetation, including sage, wilfow, cottonwood, water birch, dogwood, alder, rose, snowberry and butfalo berry.
The shoreline of the reservoir and adjacent land supports good native grass, especially to the north.

Species of Special Concern: No rare, threatened or endangered plant species, species of special concern, or
communities are known to exist in the project area.

Weeds: Spotted knapweed is broadly distributed around the shore,of the reservoir, with the highest densities
along the west shore. Canada thistle, musk thistle, houndstongue, and common mullein occur in varying
densities around the entire shore. The south shore, which is where the majority of recreational use occurs, is
the most significant problem area for weed infestations.

3.6 Wildlife

Wildlife commonly found in the vicinity of the project area include moose, elk, mule deer, white-tailed deer,
pronghorn, beaver, muskrat, mink, Colombian ground squirrel, mountain lion, black bear, coyote, fox, raccoon,
badger, sage grouse, sharp-tailed grouse, rutfed grouse, ring-necked pheasant, Canada geese, great blue a
heron, sand hillcrane and a variety of duck and song bird species. Raptors that have been sighted in the area V
include bald eagles, golden eagles, great horned owls, turkey vultures, osprey and red{ailed hawks. Osprey,
golden and bald eagles and great-horned owls are not year-round residents of the area.
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Species of Special Concern: No threatened, endangered or species of special concern have been observed
within the project area.

Oa., Fisheries

Fisheries resources found in the North Fork of the Smith River Reservoir include rainbow and brook trout,
longnose sucker, white sucker, mountain whitefish, and burbot. An active stocking program for the Reservoir
is in place, with approximately 12,000 rainbow trout stocked every two years under the direction of the DFWP.
Fisheries resources found in the North Fork of the Smith River include brown, brook and rainbow trout,
longnose sucker, mottled sculpin, mountain whitefish and white sucker. The North Fork of the Smith River is
listed by the DFWP as a chronically dewatered stream due to the significant flow variations experienced
through the year. The DFWP filed for an instream flow reservation of I CFS along the entire length of the river.
The reservation has no force and effect as provided in the Board of Natural Resources and Conservation Final
Order concerning water reservations in the Upper Missouri River Basin because of the current basin closure.
The DFWP reservation serves onlv as an indication of flows needed for fisheries habitat.

Species of Special Concern: No threatened, endangered or species of special concern have been observed
within the project area.

3.8 Ownership and Land Use

Land Ownership: Land ownership within the project area and immediate vicinity of the reservoir includes
federal, state and private lands.

U-and Use: Primary uses of the land in the vicinity of the project area include livestock grazing, farming
(primarily hay and alfalfa), and recreational use associated with the North Fork of the Smith River Reservoir
and surrounding lands. Lewis and Clark National Forest lands exist approximately 3 miles north and 5 miles
south of the reservoir. Logging, mining and cattle grazing occur on nationalforest lands in the area. Cattle
grazing also occurs within the project location. The land surrounding the state-owned reservoir is privately
owned. U.S Highway 12 runs along the south side of the reservoir for approximately 2 miles.

Regulatory Restrictions on Private Property Rights: The North Fork of the Smith River Reservoir and Dam are
owned by the State of Montana. The North Fork of the Smith River Water Users Association is in charge of the
daily operation and routine maintenance of the dam. No regulatory restrictions on private property are
associated with the normal operation and maintenance of the dam and reservoir.

Wilderness: No designated wilderness or wilderness study areas exist in the immediate area.

3.9 Cultural Resources

The North Fork of the Smith River Dam has been documented and recorded as a cultural resource (site
number 24ME347) due to the dam's age. The dam was completed in 1936. An unpublished cultural resources
inventory was compieted in December, '1995 by Anthro Research of Livingston Montana. The inventory
recorded 15 historic and prehistoric sites, including the dam itself. The sites are identified and described on

^dhe cultural site location map and Cultural Resource Site Forms in Appendix A.

v
Cuitural Uniqueness and Diversity: No unique cultures or cultural diversities exist in the immediate project
area.
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3.10 Noise

Existing noise sources in the project area are from agricultural and recreational activities, tratfic on Highway
12, and birds and animal life.

3.11 Air Quality

The air quality in the area is generally considered good. Significant reductions in visibility are generaly
weather related.

3.12 Transpofiation Facilities

The primary transportation facilities in the project area include U.S Highway 12 andseveral non-improved dirt
access routes.

3.13 Socio - Economic

Economic activity:

Economic activity is almost entirely dependent on agriculture, with livestock production, grazing, hay and alfalfa
being the major localcommodities. Logging and mining occur within the Lewis and Clar[ Natidnal Forest and
other state and private land in the area. Other economic activity is generally associated wit[ ineiecreational
use of the reservoir and surrounding area.

Employment:

Agricultural and agricultural related business account for the majority of the jobs in the area. Logging, mining,
service sector businesses and government account for the remainOer of thajob base in the regi6n.

Recreation .

Recreational use at the North Fork of the Smith River Reservoir is light to moderate, with fishing the most
common activity. Angling use varies depending on the localwater cbnditions, with an auerage-of g,4OO angler
days annually, based on DFWP angling use surveys conducted every two years from 1gg1 to 2001. An
undeveloped camping / day use area exists on the south shore of thd reservoir. Other recreational activities in
the area include boating, camping, picnicking, swimming, hunting, and wildlife viewing.

Communities:

Towns in the vicinity 9f the project include White Sulphur Springs (population 984), located l2miles west of the
dam, Checkerboard{population less than 50), located t0 mileJea'it 6t tne dam, M'artinsdale (population less
than 200)' located 27 miles east of the dam and Harlowton (population 1,092) located SO milei elst of the
dam.

Risks / Health Hazards:

The North Fork of the Smith River Dam has been classified as high hazard. A high hazarddam is one whose
failure would endanger lives. This classification is not a reflection of the actual condition of the dam; however,
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bn inspdction of the structure completed in 1981 by the Army Corps of Engineers classif ied the dam as "unsafe
and in need of repaid'due to deterioration and inadequate capacity of the spillway.

f ft"rgency Response / Emergency Evacuation Plans

An Emergency Action Plan developed by the SWPB of the DNRC is in place.

Public Services / Taxes / Utilities:

Public services and utilities in the area include routine road maintenance and repair, police and fire protection,
and electrical and telephone service. Small rural hospitals are located in White Sulphur Springs and
Harlowton. The local tax base is primarily dependent upon agricultural land uses, outdoor recreation and
related businesses.

4.0 . ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter is organized in the same order as Chapter 3.0, with the probable consequences of the action
alternatives (effects of construction) described for each resource area, along with the probable consequences
of the no action alternative. Please note that the probable consequences of the identified action alternatives
are the same, since each action alternative would essentially involve the same construction activities in the
same sequence. The exception is probable consequences to cultural and historic resources, fisheries, water
rights and usage, and socio-economics, where differences do exist between the action alternatives. This is
due to several action alternatives that would raise the storage capacity of the reservoir. This is discussed in

ljetail in each respective section.
U

4.1 Geology

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effect

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

No effect

4.2 Topography

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The potential for failure of the dam in the event of a major flood episode would be high due to the existing
serious structural deficiencies with the spillway, Topography could potentially be altered downstream from the
dam in the event of its failure due to the severe channel erosion and scouring that could occur from
floodwaters.

^-EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION
It
-Effects of construction on topography would be minor and very localized. The borrow area would be disturbed

due to the removal of material for the cut and fill operation. The spillway area and outlet areas of the dam will
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also experience disturbance because of the proposed construction. Approximately 20 acres would be
disturbed surrounding the dam (see appendix A). All disturbed areas will be reclaimed upon project
completion. Effects to topography are negligible and non-significant in the long term.

4.3 Water Resources

Grouhd Water:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effects

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

No effects to ground water are anticipated.

Surface Water:

EFFECTS OF NO ACNON

The reservoir would be lost should the dam fail.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Short-term impacts to reservoir and downstream water quality may occur due to possible increases in turbidity
during construction. The effects would be minimized by the majority of work being performed above the water ^level, and the placement of erosion control structures. Long-term impacts are negligible and non-significant. f
Historic minimum flows would be maintained throughout the duration of the projeCt tb tne greatest extent
possible. Low flows have been experienced in 2000, 2001 and 2002 due to an extended severe drought.

Wetlands:

EFFECTS OF NO ACNON

No effects

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

No effects. lt is not anticipated that the small wetland (less thanTzacre) formed by seepage immediately
below the darn would be significantly impacted by the proposed rehabilitation project. No fill would be pl-aced
in the wetland during the construction.

Water Rights and Reservations:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

Water reservations and water rights could be affected if no action is taken should the spillway fail due to
disrepair or excess stress on system components, such as what would be experienced during a major flood
episode.
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EFFEC S OF CONSTRUCTION

Alternatives 1 , 1A, 4 and 5 maintain the principal spillway crest at the present top of flashboards elevation
(5,488.3' feet). Storage capacity and reservoir operations will not be changed under these alternatives.

The remaining alternatives (2, 2A, 3,3A) include raising the principal spillway crest 1 .7 teet above the existing
top of flashboards to elevation 5,490.0. The increased storage of 524 AF would potentially provide additional
water for agricultural use.

No negative effects on water reservations and water rights to downstream water users are anticipated with any
of the action alternatives. The project would have the beneficial effect of allowing for the continuing use of the
reservoir for irrigation and recreation.

4.4 Soils

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

Soils downstream from the dam could be negatively effected from excessive erosion should the dam fail.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Site disturbance would occur during construction, with approximately 20 acres encompassing the proposed
construction zone. Some soil compaction may occur due to heavy equipment operation. Approximately
30,000 cubic yards of soil would be used in the cut and fill operation; however, no significant impacts are
anticipated as a result of the construction. Effects would be minor in the short{erm due to the majority of the
work being performed above the water level and the placement of erosion control structures to minimize any
potential surface runoff. Effects are negligible and non-significant in the long-term because of reclamation of

-rll 
areas disturbed during construction.v

4.5 Vegetation

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

Vegetation would be lost due to flooding should the dam fail.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Some vegetation will be removed as part of the construction and for equipment access. Effects are negligible
in the long-term due to reclamation and replanting / reseeding of all disturbed areas. Approximately 20 acres
of vegetation would be affected by the proposed project.

Species of Special Concern:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effects

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTTON

-1o threatened, endangered or species of special concern will be affected as a result of the construction.

G:.My Documents\N-Fork-Smith\l.I.ForkSmth-EA-April-2003 -doc

16



Weeds:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTTON

Noxious weeds could be spread by floodwaters should the dam ever fail.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCNON

An increase in noxious weeds may occur due to soil disturbance and equipment operation. Effects are
negligible in the long term due to reclamation and weed control implemeniation.

4.6 Wildlife

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effects

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Effects would be minor to wildlife in the short-term due to the increased activity associated w1h the
construction. Long term impacts to wildlife are negligible and non-significant.

Species of Special Concern:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effects

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

No threatened, endangered or species of special concern will be affected as a result of the construction.

4.7 Fisheries

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

Downstream fisheries could be negatively impacted should the dam fail due to increased turbidity and erosion.
The reservoir fisheries would be lost should the dam fail.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCNON

Alternatives 1, 1A, 4 and 5 maintain the principal spillway crest at the present top of flashboards elevation
(5'488.3'feet). Storage capacity and reservoir operations will not be changed under these alternatives.
consequently, new impacts on fisheries resources will not occur.

The remaining alternatives (2, 2A,3,3A) include raising the principal spillway crest 1.7 feet above the existinq

[3.:jr|!:_ryfft#ilffi;3lion 
5,4e0.0. rhe increased storase ot 524 AF w6uld potentialy benefit fishery - O

Shortterm minor impacts to fisheries in the reservoir and downstream from the dam may occur with all of the

t7
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bction aiternatives as a result of a temporary increase in sediments during the construction phase of the
project. The effect would be minimized by the placement of erosion control structures to reduce runoff and
prevent sediments from entering the reservoir and river, and from all of the work being pefformed above the
water level. Flow levels would be maintained at historic levels to the greatest extent possible throughout the
duration of the project to protect downstream fisheries resources. The effect would be temporary and end
upon project completion. Long-term impacts to fisheries are negligible and non-significant.

Species of Special Concern:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effects

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

No threatened, endangered or species of special concern will be affected as a result of the construction.

4.8 Ownership and Land Use

Land Ownership:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effect

^T,EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION
\t

No short or long term negative impacts are anticipated with any of the action alternatives.

Land Use:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The availability and delivery of agricultural irrigation water could be impacted if the spillway is not repaired.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

The project will not interrupt the flow of water for agricultural irrigation. No land use changes would occur at
the project site.

Government Regulatory Restrictions on Private Property Righis:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effect

OF CONSTRUCTION

not impose any additional regulatory restrictions on private property rights

EFFECTS OF

o
lne project wtll
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Wilderness:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effect

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTON

No effect (no designated wilderness or wilderness study areas exist in the area)

4.9 Cultural Resources

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effects

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Cuftural resource impacts are negligible under Alternatives 1, 1A, 4 ands, as reservoir operations would not
change. The remaining alternatives would potentially cause impacts to cultural sites dueto inundation from
higher water levels associated with raising the crest height of the dam and require mitigation. The cultural
resources that exist near the project area above the new high water level associated w:ith Alternative s 2, 2A, S
and 3A would not be impacted by the construction. The dam has been recorded as an historic structure due to
!!s a.Oe (site number 24ME 6). The North Fork of the Smith River Dam will be maintained and operated into
the foreseeable future. The generalshape and structure of the dam will not be significanly changed with any
of the action alternatives. Repairs, maintenance and modifications will be needed'over time to protect public 

^health and safety, and to insure the continued use of the reservoir for agriculture and recreation. T$ DftRC t
Archeologist has recommended that the dam is eligible for inclusion onlhe National Register of Historic places
under Criterion A. Any cultural resources discovered will be preserved or mitigated by t-he implementation of
measures recommended by the SHpO.

Cultural Unigueness and Diversity:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effects

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCNON

No effects (no unique cultures or cultural diversities would be impacted by the project)
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4.to t't6ise

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effects

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Noise levels will increase temporarily during the construction period. The increased noise
will end upon completion of the project.

4.11 Air Quality

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No Effects

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Some pollutants and odors will occur as a result of the equipment operation. The effects
will be negligible and end with the completion of the project.

4.12 Transportation Facilities

UEFFECTS OF NO ACTION

Portions of U.S. Highway 12 and various county roads downstream from the dam could be flooded should the
dam fail.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Increased construction related traffic might be experienced on U.S. Highway 12. The effect would be minimal
and cause no disruptions in regular traffic flow, or create any safety concerns. These impacts will be mitigated
by the implementation of traffic control and safety procedures as recommended by the Montana Department of
Transportation and the County Road Supervisor. The effect would be temporary and end upon completion of
the project.

4.13 Socio - Economic

Economic Activity:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

lrrigation water flows could be disrupted if the dam's infrastructure is allowed to further deteriorate, thus
potentially affecting the agricultural economy of the surrounding area.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Jlternatives 1 ,1A,4 and 5 maintain the principal spillway crest at the present top of flashboards elevation
(5,488.3' feet). Storage capacity and reservoir operations will not be changed under these alternatives.

20

GlMy Documents\fI-Fork-Smith\N.Forksmith-EA-April-2003.doc



The remaining alternatives (2, 2A,3,3A) include raising the principal spillway crest 1 .7 feetabove the existing
top of flashboards to elevation 5,490.0. The increased storage of 524 AF would potentially provide additionaf
water for agricultural use. This could have a beneficial effect on the area's agricultural based economy.

There would be no negative etfect to the area's economy from the construction associated with any of the
action alternatives. There would be a temporary beneficial increase in economic activity associated with the
construction (e.9. motel and locaf restaurant use, temporary project related jobs, contra-ctor purchases, etc.).

Quantity and Distribution of Employment:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

Localjobs related to agriculture could be negatively impacted should the dam fail.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Additional local employment opportunities may result from the construction. The jobs would most likely be
temporary in nature and exist for the duration of the project.

Recreation:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

Recreational opportunities associated with the reservoir would be lost upon failure of the dam.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

Some recreational use may be_ disrupted by the construction activity (i.e. fishing, boating, picnicking and
camping). The area.receives light to moderate recreational use thrbughout most of the-year. Visitors to the
area may also experience an increase in noise levels due to heavy equipment operation'. One camping /
access area within the construction zone would be temporarily closed for the duiation of the project. These
impacts are minor, temporary and non-significant in nature arid would end with the completion of the project.

Community lmpacts:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

White Sulphur Springs, population 984, located downstream from the dam could be seriously impacted during
a flood episode due to the unsafe condition of the spillway, which increases the chances of itructurai failure o:f
the dam.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

No negative impacts are anticipated.

Risks / Health Hazards:
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White Sulphur Springs, population 984, located downstream from the dam could be seriously impacted during
a flood episode due to the unsafe condition of the spillway, which increases the chances of structural failure of
the dam.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

The risk of failure of the dam would be greatly reduced with the proposed construction.

Emergency Response / Emergency Evacuation Plans

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No effect

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

No effect - The current Emergency Action Plan will not change as a result of the construction.

Public Services / Taxes / Utilities:

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

]elepnone and power lines could be washed out in various locations should the dam fail.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

No effect

5.0 CUMMULATIVE EFFECTS

The EA to this point has discussed impacts that could result solely from the proposed rehabilitation project.
This section will discuss impacts that may occur when the rehabilitation project is added cumulatively to other
potential changes or developments.

No specific projects have been identified that, taken cumulatively with the dam rehabilitation, will cause any
significant, long-term environmental impacts. lmpacts associated with increased stream sedimentation could
occur should any new, large-scale mining or logging operations or major road construction occur within the
North Fork of the Smith River drainage. No projects or operations of this nature have yet been identified or are
anticipated.

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

No significant cumulative environmental impacts are anticipated at the present time. The impacts of no action

1|involve increased risks to property and lives downstream and the possible disruption of irrigation water to
Uownstream water users. There would be an increasing danger of failure of the dam should a major flood

episode occur due to the existing inadequate spillway capacity. The no action alternative could also negatively
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affect the use of the reservoir for recreational purposes. This could potentially have a negative atfect to the
area's economy, which is heavily dependent on agriculture and outdoor recreation.

EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION

All impacts cited are minor, temporary in nature, non-significant, and willend with the completion of the project.
No cumulative environmental effects of the construction are anticipated. All areas dlsturbed will be recdimbO
upon completion of the project. The project as proposed will not conflict with any local, state or federal laws,
regulations or formal plans, and will not establish a precedent or likelihood that future actions with potential
significant environmental impacts will be proposed. lt is anticipated that the proposed action will not generate
any substantial debate or controversy about the nature of any potential or identified impacts. The project as
proposed would have long-term positive impacts, as detailed in the Comparison Table on page 25.

6.0 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND PROPOSED IVIITIGATION

6.1 Preferred Alternative

The preferred alternative is Alternative 5, as discussed below, along with an explanation of why this alternative
was selected over the other proposed action options.

Please note that the finalconstruction design of the preferred alternative, as implemented, may vary somewhatl
from that described in the feasibility study. This is normally experienced in projects of this typ6 dueto tt
problems and/or issues encountered during construction that necessitate engineering and d6sign changes to
fulfill project goals, objectives, and stay within established budgets and schedules. Any variances in the
construction design and engineering of the project would not change any of the identifibd environmental affects
or alter the significance of any identified impacts since the construction sequence, disturbed areas, access
routes and construction schedule would not change.

Atternative 1 - No Action

The no action alternative would resutt in continued degradation of the dam and associated structures, possibly
resulting in partial or totalfailure of the dam in the event of a flood episode, thereby increasing the threat to
property and peopld living downstream. Downstream water quality could be negatively impacted due tothe
erosionandturbiditythatwou|dresu|tfrompartia|ortota|fai|ureofthedam,withpossib|enegativeimpactsto
aquatic habitats in the North Fork of the Smith River and the Smith River. Water available foiagriculturaf and
recreational uses could also be negatively impacted if no action is taken. The no action alternative weuld not :

be acceptable due to the ever-increasing risk to the public and property downstream from the dam.

Action Alternatives

Seven alternative spillway configurations were presented in HKM's 1995 Feasibility Report. The original
alternatives were designed to meet the "probable maximum flood" criteria for dam iatety standards in effect at 

-,that time (0.75 of PMF of 40,000 cfs). The spillway configuration alternatives had to pais 30,OOO cfs to meet t
these standards. Consequently, these alternatives represent configurations that are larger than now
necessary to pass the design flood. Due to recent changes in criteria for setting Montana Dam Safety spiltway

G;Wy DooootsW-Fort-Smith\N.FodcsDirh-EA-April-2003.doc
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standards, an eighth alternative was developed by State Water Projects engineers in early 2OO2 to meet the
new Montana spillwav standards.

lAlthough the original HKM alternatives were designed to pass a larger flood event than is now necessary, the

lalternatives were still considered in a relative sense for purposes of comparison and discussion in this EA. lf
the various configurations in the alternatives were downsized to meet current spillway standards, the most cost
effective alternative would still be alternative #5 (see Appendix B).

The new alternative 5 spillway configuration is designed to pass an 18,000 cfs design storm (to account for
future growth). This is twice the minimum occurrence interval. Alternative 5 is a modified version of HKM's
alternative #4.

Alternatives 1, 1A, 4 and 5 maintain the principal spillway crest at the present top of flashboards elevation
(5,488.3'feet). Storage capacity and reservoir operations will not be changed under these alternatives.
Consequently, new impacts on wildlife, fisheries or cultural resources will not occur.

The remaining alternatives (2, 2A,3,3A) include raising the principal spillway crest 1 .7 teet above the existing
top of flashboards to elevation 5,490.0. Although the increased storage of 524 AF would benefit the fishery at
minimum pool, and potentially benefit the local agricultural based economy by the availability of additional
irrigation water, the raise in normal pool elevation would impact cultural resource sites around the perimeter of
the reservoir.

Preferred Alternative 5

The preferred alternative 5 utilizes the labyrinth crest principal spillway with an adjacent rock channel auxiliary
spillway as in HKM's alternative 4 (Figures 4 & 5). However, the fuse plug dike is not used in the auxiliary rock

lphannel because spillway design flood standards are achieved without the additional excavation and

lnstallation costs. The labyrinth crest elevation would be equalto the present top of the flashboards. The
spillway would be designed for a flow capacity of 18,500 cfs (50 loss of life factor) with the reservoir water
surface at the present top of dam. No tower modifications are required for this alternative.

Cost estimates were originally prepared for seven alternatives by HKM based on 1995 unit prices. The original
seven alternatives were designed for passing a 30,000 cfs flood event and the greater associated construction
costs reflect the larger design criteria. Cost estimates based on current unit prices and quantities for the
preferred alternative 5 are presented in appendix B. Alternative 5 represents the most cost effective option to
meet the new spillway standards while factoring in a projected population growth at double the present
population. The cost of the alternatives 2,2A,3 and 3A are significantly higher than the preferred alternative
(see appendix B). The benefits to fisheries and economic activity by the increased storage capacity is offset by
the significantly higher construction costs, and the negative impacts to cultural resources surrounding the
reservoir. The benefits of increased storage would most likely not be experienced every year due to the highly
variable hydrologic conditions in the basin.

The preferred alternative would not change existing operations at the project, minimizes any potentially
negative environmental impacts to the greatest extent possible, and provides the most economically feasible
alternative for rehabilitation.

6.2 Proposed Mitlgatlon

Water Quality Protection :

-
-The proposed project would include the implementation of erosion and stormwater containment and control

measures, including, but not limited to: silt fencing, straw bales, check dams, drain inlet protection, dry ponds,

G :\My Documents\I.{-Fork-Smith\}.1. ForkSmith- EA-April-2003. doc
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1.rand drainage swales. These structures.would be designed to prevent and/or minimize non-point waterpollution. Best management practices would be also utitized, following the guidelines in the Montana Sediment
and Erosion Control Manual (DEO 1996).

Fisheries: To the greatest extent possible, historic minimum flows would be maintained throughout tht
duration of the project to protect downstream fisheries resources.

Recreation: Recreationists would be inform.ed of any hazards associated with the project site by the use of on-
site signs. News releases would also be issued and published in local newspaber-s informing the public ofpotential hazards or construction related recreational restrictions. The information and hazard iigns would be
no smaller than 4 feet by 6 feet in size, and positioned in prominent locations that are visible to reireationists.

6.3 Need for an EIS

F-efyse no significant impacts were identified, DNRC believes this EAwould be sufficient to comply with the
MEPA and that an EIS would not be required. A comparison table for the action artematives inO in" no action
alternative follows: Note that all identified minor impacts are short-term and would end upon, or shorly after,
completion of the p@ect.

Comparison Table - No Action and Action Alternatives:

RESOURCE ALTERNATIVE

j i:rl.;,,1 .::. 
1lill:,:, 

,,: i fib.i,i:i ,,,i';,j::::, 
::, 1 :,:' ,:i:it

.,,,'n;j,,.;j1ln,:n1ifri ii,;ii',;liiil..
None None

Potentially Adverse Minor

ffi+ 
',..',1

None None

Potentially Adverse Minor

None None

Potentially Adverse None

Potentially Adverse Minor

Potentially Adverse Minor

None None

Potentially Adverse Minor

G:\N4y DommrsN-Fork-Smithw.Fo*Snith-EA-April-2003.doc

25



Appendix C Proposed Project Schedule
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App'endix D Photographs / Fact Sheet
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Downstream face of dam, looking north

Upstream face of dam, looking north



Existins outlet structure

Existing spillway
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Appendix D

NORTH FORK SMITH RIVER DAM

Fact Sheet

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

a Located on the North Fork of the Smith River in Meagher County

t 10 miles East of White Sulphur Springs

I Owned by DNRC & managed bY SWPB

. Operated by Smith River WUA since 1936

a Project consists ofi
I Earthen Embankment Dam, 84 feet high

o Concrete chute sPillwaY
a Gated. reinforced concrete outlet conduit

a Original construction completed in 1936

i Normal storage is 11,500 acre-feet

a 29 water users have 40 contracts and irrigate approximately 11,000 acres with one canal

(Southside Canal;13.2 miles long)

a The dam is a "high hazard" structure, which means that its failure could cause loss of life

Numerous roads, bridges, and utilities are located in the flood plain. White Sulphur Springs'

(pop. 1,018) would begin flooding approximately 3 hours after failure of the dam.

PROJECT DEFICIENCIES

i The North Fork Smith River Dam suffers from several deficiencies and cannot safely route

the required inflow design flood for a dam of its size andhazard classification, as required by

the MT Dam Safety Act.

i Severe concrete deterioration exists in the spillway floor and walls, and major structural

concrete replacement is required to correct the deficiencies.

a Excessive seepage threatens structural integrity

PROPOSED REHABILITATION

a New structural two-cycle labyrinth weir concrete spillway in same location as the old one

a Raising and leveling the dam crest

a Replacing the outlet works terminal structure with a new structure of similar design.

a Add a rock lined auxiliary spillway channel

a Install new drains for seepage control

a Estimated cost: $908,000
a Funding sources include proposed RRGL Grant and Loan, DNRC in-kind contribution, and

Water Storage Account revenue.

t The Water Users will increase contract water charges by approximately $3.10 per share to

service debt on the new $425,000loan.
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North Fork of the Smitn Dam project
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Appendix B Estimated Project Cost



Proiect Eudoet

Estimated Total Project Cost - Approximately $908,000 (including in-kind)

The costs of this project were originally estimated for seven rehabilitation alternatives in
HKM's 1995 draft feasibility study. A new preferred alternative with associated quantities and
updated unit costs was developed by State Water Projects engineering staff to meet new
Montana Dam Safety spillway standards (Alternative 5). The individual cost breakdowns for
the preferred alternative 5 are included in this section in Table 1.

The project is estimated to cost approximately $825,000 based on the updated feasibility
calculations. This figure includes design and construction costs to be incurred in FY 2004
and 2005, commencing in July 2003. The design and construction cost estimates account for
spillway demolition / new construction, auxiliary spillway excavation, drain installation and the
embankment crest raise and leveling. An inflation factor of 8% over 2 years was applied, as
well as a 20"/" contingency.

Engineering design and construction administration costs are estimated at $100,000, or about
12% ol the projected total budget. Construction, which accounts for about 65% ol the funding
request at $537,625 would not begin until final design work, environmental permitting, and
cultural resources work is completed.

A summary of funding sources and amounts includes the following:

EPP-FY2004&2005
(Wate r Storage Account)

Renewable Resource Loan

Renewable Resource Grant

Total

$300,000

$425,000

$100,000

$825,000

Total estimated project costs (including in-kind) are approximately $908,000



,J

NORTH FORK SMITH DAM REHABILITATION - COST ESTIMATE
Alternative 5
Two Cycle Labyrinth Spillway, without fuse plug
Assumes 7O-foot primary spillway and 1OO-foot rock auxiliary spillway

PRELIMINARY

Item No. Item Quantity Unit Gost Total Cost

I Raise Embankment

A Excavation / Stripping 1 000 CY $3.50 $3,500

trt Rock Fill& Riprap 200 CY $25.00 $5,000

Riprap Filter Gravel 200 CY $25.00 $5,000

D Road Surfacing Gravel 750 CY $30.00 $22,500

E Embankment Drains 800 LF $30.00 $24,000

2 Modify Spillway

A Remove existing spillway 1 LS $50,000 $50,000

B Concrete Flatwork 120 CY $250.00 $30,000

c Concrete Walls 't50 CY $450.00 $67,500

3 Excavate Auxiliary Spillway

Rock Excavation 20,000 CY $13.00 $260,000

Subtotal $467,500

4 Mobilization & Misc 157o $70,125

Base Construction Cost $537.625

5 Cultural Res. Mitigation LS $20,000

Design & Constr. Admin LS $100,000

7 Contingencies 2O7o $107,525

Total Project Cost $765,150

8 lnflation (2yrs @ 4%l 8"/" $61,212

TOTAL PROJECT COST (FY2004) $826,362

Table 1



North Fork of the Smith Dam Rehabilitation
DNRC In-Kind Cost Estimate

Administrative and Technical Support:

r 0.8 FTE for approximately 18 months
r 2080 hrs. per year
r dv€rdge administrative and technical support rate is approximately $30.00 per hour

(0.S FTE) x (2080 hrs. / yr.) x 1 .5 yrs. = 2496 hrs. x $30.00 =

Sub Total $74,880

Travel:

r 90 days field time primarily during construction
. 20 overnights
o 190 miles round trip from Helena
. assume rental rate of $0.34 per mile

75 days x 190 miles x $0.34 =

Sub Total $4,945

Motel at 20 nights x $36.40 =

Sub Total $728

Meals at $23lday x 90 days =

Sub Total $2,070

Estimated Total $82,523



t.a

RESOURCE ALTERNATIVE

No
Action Action

lwitarit" None Minor

Species of
Soecial Concern

None None

Fisheries Potentially Adverse Minor

Species of
Special Concern

None None

Ownershlp/Land
Use , , ",,

Potentially Adverse Minor

Cultural,ReCourceS

Uniqu€/Diversitv

None

None

None

None

Noise
None Minor

Air QUality
None Minor

Transportation Potentially Adverse Minor

Socio-Economic

Ecbnomic
Activitv

Potentially Adverse Minor

Quantitv /
) oi"triuulion of

Emplovment

Potentially Adverse Minor

Recreation Potentially Adverse Minor

Communities
Potentially Adverse Minor

RiskS,l Health
Hazard5'

Potentially Adverse None

Emei$ency
Response /
Emergency
Evacuation
Planil., l

None None

Fublic Servicesl
Taxes,/ Utilities

Potentially Adverse None

Cumulative lmpacts None None

G JMy Documen6,N-Fork-SmithtN.ForkSmith-EA-Aprii-2003.doc



6.4 Project lmplementation tt., '! *

It is anticipated that this project will be completed with a traditional design-bid-build sequence. The DNRC _State Water Projects Bureau will manage the project. A qualified consriltant setected in conform"n.. *nL
state laws and regulations will complete the design and construction administration. One or two primeU
contractors selected thro!9h a competitive bidding process will complete the construction. Beginning in
August 2003, the DNRC will begin the project with the selection of a consultant for the design and construction
administration. A design / bid package would be developed in the fall of 2OOg, with a conitruction contractor
selected in the winter or spring of 2004. Construction would begin in the summer of 2Oe4, w1h project
completion scheduled for the fall of 2004. The new spillway would bJoperational prior to spring runoff in 2005.

The DNRC State Water Projects Bureau will.provide staff for management and oversight of the project. Aspreviously noted, the design, construction administration and constiuction will be contracted services. The
details of the administration and schedule will be refined during final design. Appendix C provides a proposed
project development schedule.

7.0 GLOSSERY OF TERMS

1O0-year flood: The 100-year flood is a flood event that has a one-in-100 chance of being equaled or
exceeded in any year.

Acre-foot: The volume of water that would cover an area equivalent to 1 acre, 1 foot deep, or 43,560 cubic
feet (325,851 gallons).

Aggregate: Sand and gravel materials used to make concrete or roller-compacted concrete or used to
surface roads.

Aquatic Habitat: The place in which water-dependent plants or animals normally live.

Aquifer: A water-bearing layer of permeable rock, sand, or gravel.

Borrow source: An excavated area where material may be mined/removed for use as fill at another location.

Breach: A break in a dam embankment created by erosion of the embankment materials or by excavation toremove a portion of a dam. A catastrophic breach would be due to dam failure and would release the entire
storage content of the reservoir in a brief period. A controlled breach would drain the reservoir to reduce the
storage capacity over an extended period.

CFS: Measure of water flow rate in cubic feet per second. One cfs is equal to about 450 gallons per minute.

Chute: The face or channel of a dam's spillway.

Crest: The top face of a dam's spillway or dam itself.

cubic yard: Volume measurement used in construction equalto a 3-foot cube or 27 cubicfeet or 202 gallons.

Cumulative effects: A general estimation of the effects of project impacts in combination with other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments.

Emergency spillway: A spillway structure used to pass infrequent or large flows. Earth-lined emergency
spillways may suffer damage from use.

G:\My Docuents\.N-Fo*-SEithU.{.Fo*SEith-EA-April-2OO3.doc
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Endangered species: A wildlife species that is listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as being in danger
of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

^ 
Floodplain: Land that may be submerged by flood waters; a plain built up by stream deposition.

v
Full pool: Reservoir at spillway crest.

High hazard: A dam whose failure would result in the loss of life; not a statement of condition.

Inflows: Water flowing into a reservoir.

Lithic: Relating to or made of stone.

Long-term impact: lmpacts that occur beyond the actual construction timeframes.

Mitigation: Measure taken to lessen an impact.

Outflow: Releases from a project made through the outlet works or spillway.

Prehistoric: Existing in times predating written history.

Primary gate: Gate in the outlet works of a dam used to make normal releases.

Probable maximum flood: The largest possible precipitation event expected in an area based on the most
severe combination of hydro-meteorological conditions that are considered reasonably possible for the
drainage basin under study.

^Roller-compacted 
concrete (RCC): A concrete mix used to construct gravity dams, placed with conveyors

$nd/or heavy equipment, and compacted with large vibratory rollers.

Secondary gate: Gate in the outlet works of a dam reserved for emergency operation or used during
maintenance of the primary gate.

Spillway: Structure used to discharge large quantities of water around the dam without damaging the dam.

Spillway Design Flood: The peak flood flow used to size the maximum discharge capacity of a dam's
spillway.

Stilling basin: An open structure or excavation at the foot of a chute or spillway to reduce the energy of the
descending stream.

Threatened species: A wildlife species that is federally listed because it is likely to become endangered in the
near future.

Total maximum daily load (TMDL): In practice, TMDLs are water quality restoration targets for point and non-
point pollution that are contained in water quality restoration plans or in a permit.

Turbidity: Condition of water carrying suspended sediment.

\iy'eiiands: Lands that are generally covered by shallow waier or where ihe gror-ind water tabie is very close to
the surface. Wetlands are generally defined as marshland and riparian habitat.

G:\My Documents\N-Fork-Smith\fl.ForkSnith-EA-April-z003.doc
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Appendix A Project Location / Gonstruction Diagrams / Gultural Resources Map
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DEPARTMENIT OF NATURAL

JUDY MARTZ
GOVERNOR

DIRECTOR'S OFFICE (406) 444,2074
TELEFAX NUMBER (405) 144.?684

RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION

SATE OF MONTAI\A
WATER RESOURCES DIVISION (,106) 444.5501
TELEIAX NUMBERS (406) 444-0533 / (406) 444-s918
http:,flww.dnrc.state.mt. us/wrd/home.htm

WATER MANAGEMENT
BUREAU

@06,44+5637

Cover Letter November 7,2003

Governor's Office, Barbara Ranf, Rm.204, State Capitol, P.O. Box 200801, Helena, MT 59620-0801
Environmental Quality Council, Capitol Building, Room 106, P.O Box201704, Helena, MT 59620
Dept. of Environmental Qua1ity, Metca-lf Building, P.O. Box 200907, F{elena, MT 59620-0901,

Director's Office
Water Protection Bureau

Dept. of Natural Resources and Conservation, US F&G Bldg. 1"625 11'h Ave. Helen a, MT 59620
Director's Office
lnformation Services Section
Water Resources Divisiory 74249'n Ave., P.O. Box 201601, Helena, Mff 59620-1,607
Scott Irvin, Water Resources Div., Lewistown Office, 613 NE Main, Suite E, Lewistown,MT 59457

Montana Department of Fislu wildlife & Parks, L420 8.6'nAve. Helena, MT s9620
Director's Office
Fisheries Division
Steve Leathe, FWP Region 4Office,4500 Giant Springs Rd. Great Falls, MT 59405

MT Historical Society, State Historic Preservation Office, P.O. Box 201202 Helena, Mff 59620-7202
Montana Environmental Information Center, p.o. Box 1184, Helena,MIl s9624
Montana Audubon Council, P.O. Box 595, Helena,Ivff 59624
Meagher Counfy Commissioners, 115 w. Main" white sulphur springs, MT s9&5
Wildlife Federation, P.O. Box 1175, Helena,Ml 59624
Trout Unlimited, P.O. 8ox7786, Missoula, MT 59802
Northern Plains Resource Council, 2401 Montana Ave. Suite 200, Billings, MT 59101,-2336
Trent Townsend, N. Fork Smith Water lJsers, 211 E. Hamptoru PO Box 504, White Sulphur Springs, MT 59645
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 10 W 15'n St. Suite 2200, Fl.l"rru, N{T 59626
u.s. Fish and wildlife sewice, MT Field office, 100 N. park Ave. Helena, MT 59601

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The enclosed Finding of No Significant Impact/Decision Notice has been prepared for the North Fork of the Smith
River Dam Rehabilitation Project. Please contact James P. Domino at (406) 44+6622 (e-mail jdomino@state.mt.us)
should you have any questions about the Finding of No Significant Impact/Decision Notice or the Fihal EA.
Copies of the Final EA are available upon request. The Final EA can alio be viewed. on the DNRC website at
www.dnrc.state.mt.us. Thank you.

Sincerely;r

,.!' t'-

--.--n,n''fu-o"t' 
\

,/
J6ck Stults
Water Resources Division Administrator

1424 9TH AVENUE
PO BOX 201601

HELENA, MONTANA 59620.1601

WATERRIGHTS
BUREAU

\406) 4+6610

STATE WATER PROTECTS
BUREAU

\406') 444-6646

WATER OPERAIIONS
BUREAU

(405) 444-0850





FhIDINC OF NO SIGNIFiCANT IMPACT/
NOTICE OF DECISION

November 7,2003

Dear Reader:

The Montana DNRC released a draft Environmental Assessment (EA) on September 26,20A3, on the North Fork of
the Smith River Dam Rehabilitation Project. The North Fork of the Smith River Dam is located in Meagher
County, Montana, in Township 10N, Range 9E, sections t7 and 20. The dam is owned by the DNRC and
operated by the North Fork of the Smith River Water Users Association. The proposed action calls for the
development and installation of a new spillway with dimensions similar to the existing sfructure. The new
spiliway will be designed to meet or exceed all current safety standards. The existing outlet conduit would be
lengthened and the outlet terminal structure would be removed and replaced with a new structure. All
replacement concrete will meet current standards to improve the durabilify over the originai construction.
Additional seepage drains would also be installed at the downstream toe. Approximately 30,000 cubic yards of
material would be excavated during constructiory with approximately 20 acres of disturbed area. The overriding
goal of this project i.s to improve the efficiency, safety and functionality of the North Fork of the Smith River Dam
for it's continued use for agricultural irrigafion and recreation^ Public benefits from this project include the
condnued use of reservoir water for agriculfural irrigation and water-based recreation" Greatly enhanced public
safety is an additional and very signi{icant benefit.

The public comment period closed on October 27, Z0A3 with no comments received. The Montana Department of
Environmental Quality, Montana Department of Fish, WildliJe and Parks, State Historic Preservation Officer and
the Army Corps of Engineers were consulted as part of the EA process and for permifting requirements. No
opposition to the project was expressed by these agencies.

Based on the EA's disclosure and analysis of potential impacts, the DNRC concludes fhat the proposed action will
nof result in any significant impacts. The DNRC will adopt the draft EA as the final EA and proceed with the
preferred altemative. Copies of the Final EA are available upon request. The Final EA can be viewed on the
DNRC website at www.dryc.ryrt.us in the Environmental Documents secfion. Please direct anv ouesfions to:

James P. Dornino
State Water Proiects Bureau
DNRC, 1424 gdAvenue
P.O. Box 2U,5AL
Helena, MT 59620-1601

$0$ aaa^6522 e-mail: idomino@state.mt.us

Thank you for your interest.

Sincerelv
, ---*)

,1 ..:.,1'

7.'ztz=,t-

4ait< stutts
Water Resources Division Administrator
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DIRECTOR'S OFFICE (406) .144.2074

TELEFAX NUMBFR {406) ,144-258,{

Cover Letter October20,2003

Govemor's Office, Barbara Ranf, Rm. 204, State Capitol, P.O. Box 20080'1, Helena, MT 59620-0801
Environmental Quality Council, Capitol Building, Room 106, P.O Box 201704, Helena, MT 59620
Dept. of Environmental Quality, Metcalf Building, P.O. Box 200901, Helena, MT 59620-0901

Director's Office
Dept. of Natural Resources and Conservation, US F&G Bldg. '1625 1 1'n Ave. Helena, MT 59620

Director's Office
Information Services Section
Water Resources Division, 1424 9frh Ave, P.O: Box 201601, Helena, MT 59620-1601

Terry McLaughlin, Water Resources Div. Helena Regional Office, 21 N. Last Chance Gulch,
P.O. Box201601, Helena. MT 59620-'1601

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, 142O E.6'h Ave. Helena, MT 59620
Director's Office

MT Historical Society, State Historic Preservation Office, P.O. Box 20'1202 Helena, MT 59620-1202
Montana Environmental Information Center, P.O. Box 1'184, Helena, MT 59624
Montana Audubon Council, P.O. Box 595, Helena, MT 59624
Powell County Commissioners, 409 Missouri, Deer Lodge, MT 59722
Wildlife Federation, P.O. Box 1 175, Helena, MT 59624
Trout Untimited, P.O.Box7186, Missoula, MT 59007
Northem Plains Flesource Council, 240't Montana Ave. Suite 200, Billings, MT 59101-2336
Steve Graveley, Nevada Creek Water Users Association, P.O. Box 68, Helmville, MT 59843
John Fitzpatrick,2lS Ith Ave. Helena, MT 59601
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 301 S. Park Ave. Drawer 10014, Helena, MT 59626-00.14
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, MT Field Office, i00 N. Park Ave. Helena, MT 59601

Ladies and Gentlemen:

fhe enclosed Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared for the Fitzpatrick Ranch Building Sale and is submitted for
your consideration. Please feel free to contact Tim Kuehn at (406) 444-6655, e-mail tkuehn@state.rnt.us should you have
any questions or comments. Comments will be accepted until 5;00 p.m., November 21 ,2003. Address commenis to: Tim
Kuehn, DNRCStateWaterProjects Bureau, 1424g1h Avenue, P.O. Box201601, Helena, MT59620-1601.

Copies of the EA are availalrle upon request. The EA can also be viewed on the DNRC website at www.dnrc.state.mt.us
Thank you.

Sincerely,

$*,n fp";r
James P. Uomir-ro
Environmental Specia.list
State Vy'eter Projects Bureau

WATER RESOURCES DIVISION 1406) 444.5601
TELEFAX NUMBERS (406) 444-0533 / {405i .144-5918

http://www.dnrc.state.mt. us/wrd/home.htm
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gUREAU
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DEPARTiIENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION
WATER RESOURCES DIVTSION

State tilater proiects Bureau

Draft
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

FIT]ZPATRICK RANCH BUILDING SALE

BACKGROUIID

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to comply with the Montana Envlronmentat Policy Act (MEpA):

1. General Descriptlon

Prooosed Action

The proposed action calls for the sale and/or salvage of the ranch main dwelling via a public auction. The auction woutd be
held on-site and main dwelling upuld either be mwed to another location by the successful bidder or salvaged on-site. Other
structres could be included in the prcposed sale if intercst exists. The eale is tentatively scheduled for December, 2003 or
January,20O4.

AddiHonal infonrntion:

App€ndlx B contains a DNRC Histdrtic Cuhural Resource Site Form Update and location map.
1

2. Lncatlon oil Proloct

The site is located in Powell County Montana on DNRC property adjacent to the Nevada Lake Reseryoir, SE-SE-SW1/4 of
Section 18, T12N R09W and fre N1/2-N1/2-NE-NE-NW1/4 of Section 19, T12N R09W.

'

'':3. Purpose and Neediorthe Proiect

The oveniding goal of this project is to absolve the State of the liability and administrative tasks associated with these
structures.

II. ENVTRONMEI{TAL REYIEW

. Whenever possible, etbcts to the environmenf will be avoided. Whsre effects cannot be avoided, they will be minimized to
the erdent possible.

Environmental lmpact Checklist

environrnental checklist has been included as Appendix A.

2



2. Environmental Consequences

Air

No impacts are anticipated to air quality

Water

No impacts are anticipated to any water resources or water quality.

Veoetation

Some vegetation may be disturbed as a result of the removal ol the main dwelling and other structures, with the
existing vegetation consisting of sage, grasses and cottonwood trees. All disturbed areas would be re-vegetated by
re-seeding. A weed control program will be implemented until vegetation is re-established.

Fish and Wildlife

No impacts to wildlife are anticipated. A file search was conducted by the MT Natural Heritage Program. No
impacts are anticipated to any threatened, endangered or species of special concern.

Noise

Noise levels will increase temporarily during the auction and building removal process. Because of the rural location
of the site, this noise would not impact the adjacent landowners.

lmpacts from noise to wildlife are expected to be negligible.

Land Use

There will be no change in land use.

Taxes

The tax base will not be affected.

Recreation

Will not be affected.

Cultural Resourceg

The auctidn and removal of the main dwelling, and possibly other buildings will result in the alteration of the site frorn
its original form, thus adversely effecting the cultural and historic character of the area. Although adverse, this
impact is not significant due to the site's extensive documentation. This documentation mitigates the adverse impact
to the site's cultural resources. No additional archeological sites are known to exist in the proposed project area.
The Montana Historical Societv has been notified.



I[. ALTERNATIVES

1. No Action Altemative

This option involves leaving the propefi and structures as is.

2. Sale of entire 20 Acrc Parccl with Bulldings

This option involves selling the entire 20 acres with the ranch buildings to a private interest.

3. Lease Option (lease buildlngs to private intorest for occupancy.and use)

This option involves leasing the buildings and property for use by a private interest.

4. Sale and Removal / Salvage Optlon

This option calls for the sale of the ranch main dwelling via a public auction. The auction would be held on-site and
main dwelling would be morred to another location by the successful bidder. Other structures could be included in
the proposed sale if interest exists.

Prufen€d Opdon

The prefened option is option 4 (sale and removal / salvage).

Under Attemative 1; the no action opuon, the main dwelling and other structures would continue to be liability to the
state. The structural integnty 9f the buildings would continue to deteriorate and the DNRC does not have the funding
to adequately maintain these buildings. Altemative 2 is not a feasible or practical option as existing Powell County'-
subdivision codes prevent the sale of the entire 20-acre parcel with the buildings. The DNRC submitted a Variancd
Request on County Development Regulations in July 1998 so the property could be sold to a private interest. Porvell
County denied this rcquest in August 1998. Altemative 3, the lease option, goes against the DNRC policy of no
longer leasing such structures for private use.

Public Bensfits of Prefiered Option

Public benefits from this project include the sale and removal of the main dwelling (and possibly other structures),
thus eliminating. State liability and administative tasks.

IV. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION . .

rsulted1. Agenciee Consulted

The MT State Histotic Preservation ffice (SHPO) has been contacted regarding the Foposed sale.

Aoencv Name

State Historical Preservation ffice

Tvpe of Rtisoonsibilitv .

. advisory

4



NiAN/A

2. Permits Required

The following permits will be needed for the pro1ect:

Permit lssuing Agency Status

N/A

3. Public Involvement

Public comments will be solicited through the distribution of the EA to those listed on the cover page.

V. CONCLUSION

Based on the criteria evaluated in this EA, no significant impacts, either individually or cumulative will result from the
proposed sale. The liability of having such structures on State Water Projects Bureau property is the main reason
for the proposed sale. The proof of liability unfortunately exists only when an injury occurs and legal action is taken.
The DNRC feels it is not prudent to wait until such legal action takes place. Other options, such as leasing or selling
the entire 20 acres with the ranch buildings have been investigated. lt is the policy of the DNRC to no longer lease
such structures for private use. The DNRC State Water Projects Bureau does not have the funding to adequately
maintain these buildings. The current subdivision codes of Powell County would not allow for the sale of this
property. We believe the site has been adequately documented and recorded, thus mitigating the adverse impact to
the site's cultural resources, and the sale and removal or salvage option (altemative 4) is the best remaining course
of action.



PART [. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECILLIST RE]4IEW

t.@

UNKNOWN'

1. T.AND RESOURCES

Will the proposed
action result in:

a: Soil instability or
changes in geologic
substructure?

b. Disruption,
displacement, erosion,
compaction, moisture
loss, or over-covering
of soil which would
reduce productivitY or
fertility?

c. Destruction, covering
or modilication of any
unique geologic or
physical features?

d. Changes in siltation,
deposition or erosion
pattems that may
modify the channel of a
dver or stream or the
bed or shore of a lake?

e. Eleosure of people
or properly to
earthquakes,
landslides, ground
failurc, or other natural
hazatd?

f. Othen

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:. SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:"

NO
IMPACTS

Appendix A

CAN
TMPACTS BE
MITIGATED'

COMMENT
INDEX

G :\W DOC W E NTSII{ E YLDAIFIT*LLSIC I(S'tLE EA -DOC



PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

2. AIR

Willthe proposed
action result in:

a. Emission of air
pollutants or
deterioration of ambient
air quality?

b. Creation of
objectionable odors?

c. Alteration of air
movement, moisture, or
temperature patterns or
any change in climate,
either locally or
regionally?

d. Adverse effects on
vegetation, including
crops, due to increased
emissions of
pollutants?

e. Other:

UNKNOWN-

IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:. SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:.

CAN IMPACTS
BE MITIGATED

COMMENT
INDEX

NO
IMPACTS

G :'MY D OC UM E NTSTN E VAD A\F ITZP ATN C KS ALEEA. D OC 10i20/03



PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT

UNKNOWN

3. WATER

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Dischaqe into surface
water or any alteration of
surfrace water quality
including but not limited
to temperature,
dissolved oxygen or
turbidi\f

b. Changes in drainage
pattems, rate or amount
of surface runoff?

c. Alteration of the
course or magnitude of
floodwater or other
flows?

d. Changes in the
amount of surface water
in anywater body or
creation of a new water
body?

e. Exposure of people or
prqp€rty to water related
hazards such as
flooding?

f. Changes in the quality
of groundu,ater?

g. Changes in the
quantity of groundwater?

h. Increase
contamina$on of surface
/ groundwater?

i. Violation of the
Montana Non-
Degradadon Statute?

j. Effects on any existing
water right or
reservation?

k. Effects on other water
users as a result
attenations in surface or
groundwater quality?

l. Effects on other users
as a result of any
alter,ation in surlace or
groundwater quantity?

m. othen

TMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:. SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:'

NO
IMPACTS

CAN IMPACTS
BE MITIGATED

COMMENT
INDEX

G :lMY DOC UMENISTNE VADA\-FITZPATNCIGALEEA. D OC



PI.iYSIcAL
ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

4. VEGETATION

Willthe proposed
action result in:

a. Changes in the
diversity, productivity or
abundance of plant
species (including
trees, shrubs, grass,
crops, and aquatic
plants)?

b. Alteration of a plant
community?

c. Adverse effects on
any unique, rare,
threatened, or
endangered plant
species?

d. Reduction in acreage
or productivity of any
agricultural land?

e. Establishment or
spread of noxious
weeds?

f. Other:

IMPACTS

UNKNOWNT I NO
I rupncrs

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:' SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:"

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

COMMENT
INDEX

X

X

X

X

X Yes 1^+4.

4A. Some vegetation may be disturbed during the building removal process, mostly consisting of sage and grasses. One
cottonwood tree may also have to be removed. Any disturbed areas would be reseeded and reclaimed. Long-term impacts
are negligible and non-significant.

G :\MY DOC U M E N'I'S\N EV A D.A':ilrZP AT NC KSAI, EEA. D O C



PHYSICAL
ENVIRONIIENT
(Continued )

5. FISH/\A/ILDLIFE

Willthe proposed
action result in:

a. Deterioration of
criUcal fish or wildlife
habitat?

b. Changes in the
diversity or abundance
of game animals or
bird species?

c. Changes in the
diversity or abundance
of nongame species?

d. lntroduction of new
species into an area?

e. Creation of a banier
to the migration or
movement of animals?

f. Adverse efiects on
any unique, rare,
threatened, or
endangercd species?

g. Increase in
conditions that stress
wildlife populations or
limit abundance
(including harassment,
legal or illegal harvest
or other human
activity)?

h. Other

IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:. SIGNIFICANT. IMPACTS:'

o
UNKNOWN' NO

IMPACTS
CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED'

COMMENT
INDEX

G :tMY D &U M ENTSI'I EYADAW ftZPATNCIGAI'E EA. DOC



o 
ENVIRoNMENT
2. llUlnlAN

6.
NOISE/ELECTRICAL

EFFECTS

Willthe proposed
action result in:

a. Increases in existing
noise levels?

b. Exposure of people
to severe or nuisance
n61?;e levels?

c. Creation of
electrostatic or
electromagnetic effects
that could be
detrimental to human
health or property?

d. lnterference with
radio or television
reception and
operation?

e. Other:

IMPACTS

UNKNOWN- NO
IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:. SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:.

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

COMMENT
INDEX

X

X

X 6a.

6a. Noise levels woulct temporarily increase during the auction and building removal process. Adjacent landowners would not

be affected due to the rural characier of the area. This temporary increase in noise levels is non-significant and would end

upon completion of the proposed action.

G :WY D OCU M E NTJ1N E YAD A\F I fZP AT F I C T:S A LEEA.D OC



HUMAN
ENVIRQNMENT
(Continued)

7. I-AND USE

Willthe proposed
action result in:

a. Alteration of or
interference with the
productivity or
profltability of the
existing land use of an
area?

b. Conflict with a
designated natural area
or area of unusual
scientific or educational
impodance?

c. Conflict with any
existing land use whose
presence would
constrain or potentially
prohibitthe proposed
action?

d. Adverse effects on or
relocation of
residences?

e. lncrease regulatory
restrictions on private
propefty dghts?

f. Offier:

UNKNOWN* NO
IMPACTS

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

COMMENT
INDEX

IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:' SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:'

G :lW DOCUMENT1NE TADAIF ITTATRICI<SIUA Et. DOC



HUMAN
ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

8. RISKHEALTH
HAZARDS

Willthe proposed
action result in:

a. Risk of an explosion
or release of hazardous
substances (including
but not limited to oil,
pesticides, chemicals,
or radiation) in the
event of an accident or
other forms of
disruotion?

b. Affect an existing
emergency response or
emergency evacuation
plan or create a need
for a new plan?

c. Creation of any
human health hazard or
potential hazard?

IMPACTS

UNKNOWN- NO
IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:. SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:.

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED *

COMMENT
INDEX

X

X

X 8c.

d. Other:

gc. Failure to remove these structures would result in continuing liability to the State and present a potential public health

hazard due to the continued deterioration of the structures.

G :\MY DOCUMENTSWEVADA\FITZPATNCKSALEEA DOC 1 0/20/03



HUMAN
ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

9. COMMI.INIY
IMPACTS

Will the proposed
action result in:

a. Alteration ol the
location, distribution,
density, or growth rate
of the human
population of an area?

b. Alteration of the
social structtre of a
community?

c. Alteration of the
level or distribution of
employment or
community or perconal
income?

d. Changes in industrial
or commercihl activitY?

e. Increased traffic
hazards or effects on
existing transpoftation
facilities or pattems of
movement of people
and goods?

f. Othen

UNKNOWN' POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTS:r

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

IMPACTS

MINOR
IMPACTS:.

NO
IMPACTS

G :lMtt DOCIJMEM9T'IEVADAIFITZPATNCKSII.EEA-DOC



HUMAN

ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

UNKNOWN-

10. PUBLTC
SEBVIaES/

_l-{xLs/urlLIIl-ES

Willthe proposed
action:

a. Have an effect upon
or result in a need for
new or altered
governmental services
in any of the following
areas: fire or police
protection, schools,
parks/recreational
facilities, roads or other
public maintenance,
water supply, sewer or
septic systems, solid
waste disposal, health,
or other governmental
services? l{ any,
specify:

b. Have an effect upon
the local or state tax
base and revenues?

c. Result in a need for
new fircilities or
substantial alterations
of any of tfre following
utilities: electric Dower,
natrrral gas, other fuel
supply or oistribution
systems, or
clrrrnmunications?

d. R*suit in increased
use of any energy
sourcr:?

e. Other:

IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:. SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:.

t{o
IMPACTS

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

COMMENT
INDEX
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HUMAN
ENVIRONI,|ENT
(Continued)

11.AESIHEI]9V
RECHEATION

Willthe proposed
action result in:

a. Alteration of any
scenic vista or creation
of an aestheticallY
offensive site or effect
that is open to public
view?

b. Alteration of the
aesthetic character of a
community or
neighborhood?

c. Alteration of the
quality or quantity of
recreational
oppoftunities and
settings?

d. Other:

UNKNOWN* NO
IMPACTS

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED'

COMMENT
INDEX

IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:' SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:.

G :W! D&IIMENTSMIr/tDAIFITZPA'IfuICI6ILLEEA-DOC



HUMAN
ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

12. CULTURAU
HISTORICAL
RESOURCES

Willthe proposed
action result in:

a. Destruction or
alteration of any site,
structure or object of
prehistoric, historic, or
paleontological
importance?

b. Physical change that
would affect unique
cultural values?

c. Effects on existing
religious or sacred uses
of a site or area?

IMPACTS

UNKNOWN- NO
IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:" SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:'

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED 

-

COMMENT
INDEX

X

X

X

Yes

Yes

Yes

Izd

12b

12c

d. Other:

Note: 1Za,b, and c.) The auction and removal of the main dwelling, and possibly other buildings will result in the alteration

of the site from jts original form, thus adversely affecting the cultural and historic character of the area. Although adverse, this

impact is not significa-nt due to the site's extensive docrimentation. The extensive documentation of the site mitigates the

adverse impac*o the site's cultural resources. No additional archeological sites are known to exist in the proposed project

area. The Montana Historical Society has been notified.

G : WY D OC U M E lr|SNE YA D A\P- ITZPATN C K'ALE E A. DOC



3. SIGNIFICANCE
CRITERIA

13. SUMMARY
EVALUATION OF
SIGNIFICANCE

Willthe proposed
action, considered as a
whole:

a. Have impacts that
are individually limited,
but cumulaUvely
considerable? (A
proiect or program may
result in impacts on two
or more separate
resources which create
a significant effect
when considered
together or in total.)

b..lnvolve potential
risks or adverse effects
which are uncenain but
e)d€mely hazardous if
they were to occur?

c. Potentially conflict
with the substantive
rcquirements of any
local, state, or federal
law, regulation,
standald or formal
plan?

d. Establish a
precedent or likelihood
that ftrture actions with
significant
environmental impacts
will be proposed?

e. Generate substantial
debate or controversy
about the nature of the
impacts that would be
crcated?

f. Othen

IMPACTS

UNKNOWN' NO
IMPACTS

MINOR POTENT]ALLY
IMPACTS:' SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:"

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED'

COMMENT
INDEX

X

X

X

x

X
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Appendix B

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AI{D CONSERVATION
HISTORIC CULTURAL RESOURCE SITE FORM UPDATE

I. IDENTIFICATION: Smithsonian No.: 24PW0357 Field No.: NiA
Site Name: Fitzpatrick Ranch Historic DistrictDNRC ProjectNo: N/A Project Name: N/A

II. LOCATION: State: MT County: Powell
Land Status: State (General State Land administered by the DNRC)
7.5' USGS Map: Nevada Lake, MT (1968)
Legal Description: SE-SE-SWl/4 of Section 18, Tl2N R09V/ and the Nl/2-NI12-NE-NE-NWli4 of Section 19,

T12NR09W

UTM: Zone 12. 3 64209 mE; 51 83 180 mN

III. ACCESS: From Avon, Mf follow Highway l4l northwest for ca. 17 miles to the graveled approach at the south

end of Nevada Lake. Follow the access road down the hill to the site area.

IV. TYPE: Historic post office/stage stop/ranch

V. APPARENT PERIOD OF SITE USAGIIOR CONSTRUCTION: 1872-1975

Dating Potential: Excellent

VI. Site I)imensions: Site dimensions, based on the distribution of cultural features in the site, are arbitrarily
designated as an area with maximum dimensions of 200 m NiS x 160 m EAV.

Methods Used: Visual inspection, a literature rcview, and a Trimble Geo-Explorer III GPS Unit.
Surface Visibilitv: 5% Depth of Cultural Remains: Undetermined Associated Sites: Unknown

VII. DESCRIPTION (integrity, previous disturbance, description of materials observed): The site form is an

update to the original site form prepared for the Fitzpatrick Ranch House Historic District (a.k.a Isabel Teritorial Post

Office, a.k.aFitzpatick Ranch Station) and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places. The site has been

documented in detail by Westenberg (n.d.), Mitchell (n.d.), and Walker-Kuntz and Litwinionek (2000) so the reader is

referred to those sources to obtain a history of the site. This site form is intended to provide a scaled plan map, to
provide additional photodocumentation, and to obtain a Smithsonian trinomial, for the site. Today l0 cultural features

are present within the defined site boundaries. Feature 1 is identified as structure #6 (main dwelling) by Westenberg

(n.d.) and as Building F (main dwelling) by Mitchell (n.d.). Feature 2 is a clapboard sided outhouse which measures 4'

square. This structure is not identified by Westenberg (n,d.) or Mitcheil (n.d.). Feature 3 is identified as structure #5

(small frame dwelling) by Westenberg (n.d.) and as Building E by Mitchell (n.d.). Feature 4 is identified as structure

#7 (should be #8) (machine shed and storage) by Westenberg (n.d.) and is not identifred by Mitchell (n.d.). Feature 5

is identifred as structure #9 (greenhouse) by Westenberg (n.d.) and is not identified by Mitchcll (n.d.). Feature 6 is

identified as structure #3 (small log barn) by Westenberg (n.d.) and as Building C (small log shop) by Mitchell (n.d.).

Feature 7 is identified as struchrre #2 (1og dairy barn) by Westenberg (n.d.) ald as Building B by Mitchell (n.d.).

Feature 8 is identified as structure #4 (calf bam and poultry building) by Westenberg (n.d.) and as Building D by
Mitchell (n.d.). Feature 9 is identified as structure #l (log drvelling) by Westenberg (n.d.) and as Building A by
Mitchell (n.d.). Feature l0 is identified as structure #8 (should be#7)by Westenberg (n.d.) and is not identifiedby
Mitchell (n.d.).

\TU. WATER (leave blank if more than 1 mile from the site):
Perrnanent (name): Buffaio Gulch
Hlevation: 4630 &/ 1411 m ASL Distance and Ilirection from Site: Passes tbrough the site

Permanent (narne): NevaCa Crcek
Ulevati<rn: 4630 ftJ 141 1 rn ASJ, Distance ani Direction from Sitc: 75 m SW

IX'. TOPOGRAPIIY: The sile is jn the Nevada Creek drainage at a point u,here the rlrainage passes through a

constir:ted part of the narr{)w valiey. 'l'he lerrain contair.iing anC snfloundiug the site is mounlainorrs.

Slopc and Ilircr:tiou: Les;s t-hau 5% to the SVtr Aspcct; SlV Site Elevation: .1630 ftl I4ll m ASI-,



Prge2 Smithsonian Site No. 24PW0357 (update)

X SOILS: The geology of the project area is describd as a combination of fine-grained volcanic rocks, limestone and

dolomite with moderately hard green-gray shales, and moderately hard sandstones with soft gray and black shales.

Nerada Cree! at the Fit4patick Ranch site flows tbrough a narrow valley formed by rapid downcutting of the stream
through soft tertiary lake bed sediments and ancient landslide debris which encroacbrid onto the valley bottom. Soils
in the site locale are those of the Arbor series and include Tunah silty clay leam, Danvers Clay loam and Bignell
gravelly clay loam (Veseth and Montagne 1980).

)(I. VEGETATION (onsite): Mesic grasses, knapwee4 juniper, ponderosapine, willow and chokecherry.
Surrounding: Sarne as previous description.

)CI. MANAGEMENTDATA:
A- XRecorded Collected XMapped ShoveVAuger Probed Excavated

Stabilized Other (erptain)i

Detail the level of testing or research carried oufi A visual examination , photodocumentation, and a GPS
unit were utilized to supplement the record already made for this site. To date, subsurface examination in the site has
not been conducted.

Artifact Repository: N/A

B. Project rmFacts: Fluctuations of the water level of Nevada Lake, and neglecl will continue to impact the
stnrctures in the site.
Other Impacts: Some of the buildings in the site may be sold and removed. .

C.NationalRegisterEligibility:ListedontheNationalRegrsterofHistoricPlacespresumablyr:ndercriteriaA,B
and C.

Discussion: See discussions already developed in Westenberg (n.d.), Mirchell (n.d.), and Walker-Kuntz and
Litwinionek (2000).

C. Knom Collections, Publications, or Reports Pertaining to this Site:
Mirchell, Cody
nd. Fitzpatrick Ranch Hous€ Historic Report Unputlished report prepared by Cody Mitchell @NRC-Water

Resources Division) for the DNRC (Helen4 MT). Report is not dated.

Walker-Kuntz, Sunday and Luc Litwinionek
2000 Class I Invmtory of Cultural Resources for Nevada Creek Dam" Powell County and Bair Reserroir Dam, :

MeqgberCounty, Montana Consultant's repoit @thnoscience, Inc., Billings) prepared for the DNRC-Water
Resources Division (Ilelen4 MT). Repol dated Jrine 2000.

Weste,nberg, Jobn ''
nd. National Register of Historic Places Nominatioa Form. Form prepared by Jobn Westenberg (Land and Water

Consulting, Helena). Form is not dated-

D. Refcrences Cited:
Mitche[ Cody

Resources Division) for the DNRC (Helena MT). R€pod is not dated.

Veseti, R and C. Montagne
. ., : : . ' ,i : 1980 Geologic Patent Materials of Montana Soils. Montana State Universrty and {ISDA-Soil Conservation Sen'ice

Butletin 72J. Novomber, 1930.

Walker-Kunlz, Srinday and Luc Lilwiuionek
. .200O 

' 
Class I Inve,ntory of Cultural Resources for Nevada Creek Dam, Powell County and tsair Reservoir Dam,

j: , ,, ,'; : ,'r Meagher.County,Montana. Consultart's report@tbnoscience, Inc.,Billings)preparedfortheDNRC-Water
Resources Division Slelena MI). Report dated Ime 2000.



Page 3 Smithsonian Site No. 24PW0357 (update)

Westenberg, John
n.d. National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form. Form prepared by John Westenberg (Land and Water

Consulting, Helena)" Form is not dated.

E. Photographs:
I.D. Code Roll No. Frame No. BW/C Dir.

Digital photos taken only
Description

F. Recorder: P. Rennie and T. Keuhn Date: 8-24-2001

G. Map: Attach Site Sketch map (if applicable) and Photocopy of 7.5' Quad

Oven'iew of srte !4PW0357 looking SE,



Overview of site 24PW0357 lookine NW.

View looHns SW at Feature I in.site 24PW0357



View lookine SE at Feature I in site 24PW0357.

View lookrng NW at Feature I in site 24PW0357.



View looking NE at Feature I in site 24PW0357.

View looking E at Feafi:re. I ir.srie124PWQ357,



View inside of Feature I in site 24PW0357.

Viev,r inside of Feature i in site 24PW0357



View inside of Feature I in site 24PW0357.

View inside of Feahre I in site 24PW0357



View looking NE at Feature 2 in site 24PW0357.

View looking SE at Feature 2 in relation to Features 6 artd,1 in site 24PW0357.



View looking S at Feature 3 in site 24PW0357.

View loolcing SW at Feature 3 in site 24PW0357.



View looking NE at Feature 3 in site 24PW0357.

View looking SW at Feature 4 in site 24PW0357.o



View looking NE at Feature 4 in site 24PW0357.

t:,

View looking E at Feahue 5 in site 24PW0357..



View lookins N at Featre 6 in site 24PW0357.

Vierv looking NE at Features 6 and 7 in site 24PW0357.



View lookins NW at Feature 7 in site 24PW0357

Yic:w lcrokine SW at Feature 7 and 6 in site 24PW03.57.



View looking S at Feature 8 in site 24PW0357.

View lookir:e NE at Feature 8 in site 24PW0357.



View looking W at Feattue 8 in site 24PW0357.

View looking NE at Feature 9 in site 24PW03 f'



View looking N at Feature 9 in site 24PW0357.

View looking S at'Featuro 9 in site 24PW0357.



View looking S at Feature l0 in site 24PW0357.

Vicw lookirg SW at l;eature l0 in site 24PW0357
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION

JUDY MARTZ
GOVERNOIT

:-- STATE OF MONTANA
WATER RESOURCES DIVTSION (406) 444.6601
TELEFAX NUMBERS (406) 444-0s33 / (406) 444-5918
http;//wwwtlnrc.s tate.m t. us/wrd/home.htm

Cover Letter

Governor's Office, Barbara Ranf, Rm. 204, State Capitol, P.O. Box 200801, Helena, MT 59620-0801
Environmental Quality Council, Capitol Building, Room 106, P.O Box 201704, Helena, MT 59620
Dept. of Environmental Quality, Metcalf Building, P.O. Box 200901, Helena, MT 59620-0901

Director's Office
Dept.of Natural ResourcesandConservation,USF&GBldg. 1625 11'nAve. Helena,MT59620

Director's Office
Information Services Section
Water Resources Division, 1424 gnhAve, P.O. Box 201601, Helena, MT 59620-1601
Terry Mclaughlin, Water Resources Div. Helena RegionalOffice, 21 N. Last Chance Gulch,
P.O. Box 201601, Helena, MT 59620-'1601

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, 1420 E.6th Ave. Helena, MT 59620
Director's Office

MT Historical Society, State Historic Preservation O{fice, P.O. Box 201202 Helena, MT 59620-1202
Montana Environmental Information Center, P.O. Box 1 184, Helena, MT 59624
Montana Audubon Council, P.O. Box 595, Helena, MT 59624
Powell County Commissioners, 409 Missouri, Deer Lodge , MT 59722
Wildlife Federation, P.O. Box 1175, Helena, MT 59624
Trout Unlimited, P.O. Box 7186, Missoula, MT 59807
Northern Plains Resource Council, 2401 Montana Ave. Suite 200, Billings, MT 59101-2336
Steve Graveley, Nevada CreekWater Users Association, P.O. Box 68, Helmville, MT 59843
John Fitzpatrick,2l8 8'nAve. Helena, MT 59601
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 301 S. Park Ave. Drawer 10014, Helena, MT 59626-0014
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. MT Field Office, 100 N. Park Ave. Helena, MT 59601

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The enclosed Finding of No Significant lmpacVDecision Notice has been prepared for the Fitzpatrick Ranch
Building Sale. Please contact Tim Kuehn at (a06) 444-6655, e-mailtkuehn@state.mt.us should you have any
queslions about the Finding of No Significant lmpacVDecision Notice or the Final EA. Copies of the Final EA are
available upon request. The Final EA can also be viewed on the DNRC website at www.dnrc.state.mt.us. Thanr
you.

Water Resources Division Administrator

DIRECTOI{'S OFFICE (406\ 441.2074
TELEFAX NUMBEIt (405) il44-2681

1424 9TH AVINUE
PO BOX 201601

HELENA, I\lONTANA 59620-1601

December B, 2003

!!ATER RIG}ITS
BUREAU

(406) 444-6610

STATE WATER PROJECTS
BUREAU

@06, q44-6646

WATER MANAGEMENT
BUREAU

@05\ 444,6637

WATER OPERATIONS
BUREAU

(406) 444-0860
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/
NOTICE OF DECISION

December B, 2003

Dear Reader:

The Montana DNRC released a draft Environmenlal Assessment (EA) on October 20, 2003 on the Fitzpatrick
Ranch Building Sale. The Fitzpatrick Ranch site is located in Powell County Montana on DNRC property adjacent
to the Nevada Lake Reservoir, SE-SE-SWI/4 of Section 18, T12N R09W and the N1/2-N1/2-NE-NE-NW1/4 of
Section 19, T12N R09W. The proposed action calls for the sale andlor salvage of the ranch main dwelling via a
public auction, The auction would be held on-site and main dwelling would either be moved to another location by
the successJul bidder or salvaged on-site. Other structures could be included in the proposed sale if interest
exists. The sale is tentatively scheduled for January or February, 2004.

The public comment period closed on November21,2003 with one comment received. The Montana Deoartment
of Fish, Wildlife and Parks questioned whether allother options have been adequately investigated, specifically on
leasing the site to a public and I or non-protit entity. Also questioned were the existing land use and the "no
significant impact" determination to Cultural Resources, Aesthetics/Recreation and if adjacent landowners have
been contacted. The current land use is vacant state owned property available to the public for recreational
activities. The land use will not change. The DNRC has fulfilled all State requirements concerning consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Otfice (SHPO) under the State Antiquities Act. The SHPO did not provide any
comments on the draft EA. The buildings are located below the current spillway design flood elevation. Leasing
the buildings to a public, not for profit, or private entity is not a viable option. The PowellCounty Board of
Adjustments recommendation to the DNRC was to "encourage DNRC to sell or give away the buildings and have
them moved from the site." On August 20, 1998 in a duly noticed meeting with a quorum present, the Powell
County Board of Adjustments took the following action: "Voted unanimously to deny DNRC's request for a
variance to section V.D.4 of the Powell County Development Regulations." The buildings are not located within a
community or neighborhood; therefore the Department believes the removalof these buildings will not affect the
aesthetic character of a community or neighborhood. The site is not clearly visible from State Highway 141 .

During the summer of 1998, a DNRC representative visited nine (9) adjacent homes and explained the DNRC
proposal. None of the nine adjacent households were opposed to the sale.

Based on the criteria evaluated in this EA, no significant impacts, either individually or cumulative will result from
the proposed sale. In summary, the liability of having such structures on State Water Projects Bureau property is
the main reason for the proposed sale. The proof of liability exists only when an injury occurs and legal action is
taken. The DNRC feels it is not prudent to wait until such legal action takes place. Other options, such as leasing
or selling the entire 20 acres with the ranch buildings have been investigated. lt is the policy of the DNRC to no
longer lease such structures for private use. The DNHC State Water Projects Bureau does not have the funding
to adequately maintain these buildings. The current subdivision codes of Powell County would not allow for the
sale of this property. We believe the site has been adequately documented and recorded, thus mitigating the
adverse impact to the site's cultural resources, and the sale and removal or salvage option (alternative 4) is the
best remaining course of action. The DNRC concludes that the proposed action will not result in any significant
impacts. The DNRC willadopt the draft EA as the final EA and proceed with the preferred alternative 4. Copies of
the Final EA are available upon request. The Final EA can be viewed on the DNRC website at www.dnrc.mt.us in
the Environmental Documents section. Please direct any questions to:

Tim Kuehn at (406) 444-6655, e-mail: tkuehn@state.mt.us
DNRC, 14249'n Avenue, P.O. Box 201601
Helena, MT 59620-1601

Thank you for your interest.
,1,/

Sipcerely -; t ,/' l/
--f"/'/'t y-:, " . "/" /- r-r'- \ *'u/ c4-l 7A

,..Jhck Stults
' Water Resources Division Administrator
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JT Weisner, P.O. 286, Augusta, MT 59410-0296
LF Ranch, P.O. Box 367, Augusta, MT 59410-0367
Mr. Benjamin Pierce, 755 Oneida Street, Denver, CO 80220
Wildlife Federation, P.O. Box 1175, Helena, MT 59624
Trout Unlimited, P.O. Box 7186, Missouta, MT 59802
Northern Plains Resource Council, 2401 Montana Ave. Suite 200, Billings, MT 59626-2336
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 301 S. Park Ave. Drawer 10014, Helena, MT 59626-0014
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, MT Field Office, 100 N. Park Ave. Suite 320, Helena, MT 59601

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The enclosed Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared for the Smith Canal Rehabilitation and Culvert
Replacement Project and is submitted for your consideration. Please feelfree to contact me at (406) 444-6622
(e-mail idomino@state.mt.us) should you have any questions or comments. Comments will be accepted until
5:00 p.m., Monday, February 28th, 2005. Address all comments to: James P. Domino DNRC Water Resources
Division, StateWater Projects Bureau, 1424}th Ave. P.O. Box201601, Helena, MT 59620-1601.

Copies of the EA are available upon request. The EA can also be viewed on the DNRC website at
www.dnrc.state.mt.us. Thank you.

Sincerelv.
A

lo.r"'^ ll {A*tu-
James l-. [Jomtno
Environm ental Science Specialist
State Water Projects Bureau

Cover Letter

STATEWATERPROIECTS
BUREAU

(406) 444-6645

WATEROPERATIONS
BUREAU

(406\ 444-0860

14249THAVENUE
PO BOX201601

TTELENA, MONTANA 59520-1601

February 4,20Os

WATERRIGIITS
BUREAU

(406) 444-6610



,-,

-
v

o

o



DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION
WATER RESOURCES DIVISION, STATE WATER PROJECTS BUREAU

1424 gth Avenue, P.O. Box 201601
Helena, MT 59620-1601

ENVIRON M ENTAL ASSESSM ENT

SMITH CANAL REHABILITATION AND CULVERT REPLACEMENT PROJECT

I. BACKGROUND

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to comply with the Montana Environmental Policy Act
(MEPA).

1. General Description

The Niian Storage Project is located in the northern portion of Lewis and Clark County, Montana, west of the town
of Augusta. The project was constructed in the early'1950s. lt consists of diversion canals from Smith and Ford
Creeks, which divert water to an off-stream storage reservoir. The Smith Creek Diversion Canal diverts water
lrom the north bank of Smith Creek in the northeast quarter of the southwest quarter of the northeast quarter of
section 4, township 19 north, range 8 west. lt courses northeasterly from there to the end of a ridge in section 26,
township 20 north, range B west, doubles around the end of that ridge, and drops water into Ford Creek. The
Ford Creek diversion canal picks the water up from there and delivers it to the Nilan Reservoir. As constructed,
the 4.1-mile-long Smith Creek diversion canal has a capacity of 200 cubic feet per second. The canal prism was
designed with a 14-foot-wide bottom and banks, typically, 6 feet high. The diversion works consist of a 1 .7S-foot-
high, 108Jeet-long concrete diversion dam/weir and double-gated concrete headworks.

Proposed Modif ications

The currently proposed rehabilitation concerns only the Smith Creek Diversion Canal. Due to siltation upstream of
the double headgate, only one of the gates is operabie. The upper portion of the canal is silted in to a depth of as
much as 4 feet. The entire length of the canal has cottonwood and willow trees growing inside the canal prism.
The deteriorated original bridges have been replaced with undersized culverts. Much of the water diverted is lost
io seepage. The canal is able to convey only a very small portion of the original design capacity in its current
condition.

SCOPE OF PROPOSED PROJECT:

The Nilan Water Users Association, along with DNRC's State Water Projects Bureau, plans to:

1. Remove deposiiional material from the creek bed upstream and downstream of the diversion weir to
improve the functionality of the diversion

2. Remove silt cleposits from in front of the headworks to ensure opei'ability of both headgates.

3. Reconstruct the canal to its orrginai design grade and section.

4. Remove trees, willows, and brush from inside the canal prism.

5. Line the worst areas of the canal to reduce seepage.

6. Replace the undersized crossing cuiverts with appropriateiy sized culverts or bridges.

7. Reclaim and reseed any areas disturbed by the above activiiies.

8. lmplement weed control measures.



Additional inf orm ation:

Construction is tentatively planned to begin in early March, 2005, with the project completed within one month. O
Equipment to be used would include a backhoe, front-end loader, tracked excavator, chain saws, and hand tools.

The total disturbed area will be less than 5 acres. Approximately 1,000 cubic yards of sediment is expected to be

removed along the 1,300{oot reach.

Appendix B contains pro.iect site and structure photographs; tentative construction schedule, easement deed and

location maps.

2. Location of Project

The proposed project is located in Lewis and Clark County, west of Augusta, Montana. The Smith Creek

Diveision Canal diverts waier from the north bank of Smith Creek in the northeast quarter of the southwest
quarter of the northeast quarter of section 4, township 19 north, range 8 west. lt courses northeasterly from there

to the end of a ridgd in section 26, township 20 north, range 8 west, doubles around the end of that ridge, and

drops water into Ford Creek. The LF Ranch owns the surrounding land. The DNRC has a permanent easement
for the canal, including access for maintenance and repair purposes.

3. Purpose and Need for the Proiect

The Smith Canal is one of the main supply canals for Nilan Reservoir. The canal currently has a greatly
diminished capacity due to brush, debris and sediment accumulation. The proposed rehabilitation would return

the canal to its design capacity of 200 cfs and enhance the supply of water to the Nilan Reservoir.

II. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Whenever possible, effects to the environment will be avoided. Where effects cannot be avoided, they will be

minirnized to the extent possible.

1. Environmental lmpact Checklist

An environmental checklist has been included as Appendix A.

2. Environmental Consequences

Air

During construction, equipment emissions will contain some pollutants. Because of the rural location of the siie,

these emissions should not impact adjacent property owners.

Because of the timing and anticipated high water content of local soils during construction, dust should not be

significant and that dust control will not be necessary.

Water

The canalwill be dry during construction. The work on the diversion structure in Smith Creek would be

accomplished whenthe creek is dry, before the main spring runoff. A temporary and slight degradation of

water quality is likely to occur due to sediments. This should happen only as water begins flowing in

Smith Creek. Any downstream water quality impacts would be minor and temporary. The short project

duration, and the regrading of the stream bank to its original contours to reduce erosion would minimize



potentjal impacts. Fuel storage and equipment refueling wiil take piace away from both the stream
channeland the canal prism. The amount of water diverted into the canalwould potentially be increased
up to the original design capacity of the canal (200 cfs). Downstream flows in Smith Creek may be
reduced periodically due to the increased canal capacity. Any potential impacts would be temporary,
short-term and non-significant.

Veqetation

The disturbed area of the construction site will be no greaier than 5 acres, with the existing vegetation
consisting primarily of cottonwood, willow, aspen, grasses and small shrubs and brush. All disturbed
areas would be re-vegetated by re-seeding. A weed control program will be implemented until vegetation
is re-estabiished.

Fish and Wildlife

No impacts are anticipated to any threatened, endangered or species of special concern.

Wildlife: No im pacts to wildlife are anticipated. A f ile search was conducted by the MT Natural Heritage
Program. Grizzlybearshavebeensightedintheprojectareainthepast;howeverthetimingandnature
of the project should prevent any conflicts or impacts. The area is also listed as lynx habitat and Nilan
Reservoir is listed as potential swan nesting habitat. No impacts to these or any other wildlife species of
species of special concern are anticipated.

Fisheries: No impacts to fisheries resources are anticipated. Smith Creek is normally dry and not flowing
during the proposed work timeframe. Downstream sedimentation from the construction would be
minimal and occur only for a short time period before the spring runoff. The effect of increased flows in
the canal should not significantly affect downstream fisheries resources.

Noise

Noise levels will increase temporarily during the construction period. Because of the rural location of the
site, construction noise would not impact the adjacent landowners. lmpacts from construction noise to
wildlife are expected to be negligible and will end upon completion of the project.

Land Use

There will be no chanoe in land use.

Taxes

The tax base will not be affected.

Recreation

Will not be affected. The project location is entirely on private land. Recreational access is at the
discretion of the landowner.



Cultural Resources

No archeological sites are known to exist in the proposed project area and no impacts are anticipated.
The Montana Historical Society has been notified of the project. The Nilan Water Project has been
documented (Smithsonian Site No. 24LC1818) and was recommended as ineligible for inclusion in the
National Register.

III. ALTERNATIVES

1. No Action Alternative

The canalwould continue to funetion at a greatly diminished capacity, negatively impacting the ability to
divert water to Nilan Reservoir. This could potentially negatively effect the fullillment of water rights
associated with the Nilan Project

IV. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

1. Agencies Consulted

Federal and State Government agencies and private organizations were contacted regarding the
rehabilitation construction proposal:

Aoencv Name Tvpe of Resoonsibilitv

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulatory/technical
Montana Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parks regulatory/technical
Montana Dept. of EnvironmentalQuality regulatory/technical
Montana State Historic Preservation Office advisory
Montana Natural.Heritage Program advisory
U.S. Fish and Wildlite Service regulatory

2. Permits Required

The following permits will be needed for the project:

Permit lssuing Agency Statue

124-Permit DFWP Pending

3. Public lnvolvement

Public comments will be solicited through the distribution of the draft EA to those listed on the cover page,

and publication on the DNFIC website.

V. CONCLUSION

Based on the criteria evaluated in this EA, no significant impacts, either individually or cumulative will
result from the project.

4



PART II. ENVIRONMENT,AL CHECKLIST REVIEW

1. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

1. LAND RESOURCES

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Soil instability or
changes in geologic
substructure?

b. Disruption,
displacement, erosion,
compaction, moisture loss,
or over-covering of soil
which would reduce
productivity or f ertility?

c. Destruction, covering or
modification of any unique
geologic or physical
features?

d. Changes in siltation,
deposition or erosion
patterns that may modify
the channel of a river or
stream or the bed or shore
o[ a lake?

e. Exposure of people or
property to earthquakes,
landslides, ground failure,
or other natural hazard?

f. Other:

IMPACTS

UNKNOWN- | NO
I IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:. SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:-

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

COMMENT
INDEX

X

X See 1d
comment 1d.

Note: 1d. The construction would cause a temporary, non-significant and minor increase in sediments within the stream channel,
primarily during the spring runoff. The effect would be mitigated by reshaping the stream bank to its original contour and reseeding
disturbed areas upon project completion.

G:w(Y DOCUMENTStNtLAMStvIITHC.INALEA-SECI-u- t -3 t-05.DOC I/3 l/05



PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

2. AIR

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Emission of air
pollutants or deterioration
of ambient air quality?

' b. Creation of
objeclionable odors?

c. Alteration of air
movement, moisture, or
temperature pattems or
any change in climate,
either locally or regionallf?

d. Adverse efiects on
vegetation, includlng
crops, due to increased
emissions of pollutants?

IMPACTS

UNKNOWN" NO
IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:" SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:'

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED'

COMMENT
INDEX

X

X

X

X

See 2a.
comment

See 2b.
comment

2a.

2b.

e. Other:

Note: 2a. & b.) During construction, equipment emissions will contain sorne pollutants and odors. This would end upon project completion-

G:lMY DOCUMEI|TEMLA]frflMITIICANALEA'SECI-ILl-31-05.DOC I/3 1/05



PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

UNKNOWN" NO
IMPACTS

MINOR
IMPACTS:'

IMPACTS

POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTS:-

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

3. WATER

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Discharge into surface
water or any alteration of
sudace water quality
includlng bur not limited to
temperature, dissolved
oxygen or turbidity?

b. Changes in drainage
patterns or the rate and
amount of sudace runoff?

c. Alteration of the course
or magnitude of flood
water or other flows?

d. Changes in the amount
of surface water in any
water body or creation of a
new water body?

e. Exposure of people or
property to water related
hazards such as flooding?

f. Changes in the quality of
groundwater?

g. Changes in the quantity
of groundwater?

h. Increase in the risk of
contamination of surface
or groundwater?

i. Violation of the Montana
Non-Degradation Statute?

j. Effects on any existing
water right or reservaiion?

k. Effects on other water
users as a result of any
alteration in surface or
groundwater quality?

l. Effects on other users as
a result of any aiteration in
surface or groundwater
quantity?

m. Other:

Note: 3b,,c and d.) The amount of water diverted into the canal would potentiaily be increased, up to the design capacity (200 cfs).
Downstream flows in Smith Creek may be reduced periodically due to the increased canal capaciiy. Any potential impacts would be temporary,
short-term and non-significant.

7

COMMENT
INDEX
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PHYSICAT
ENVIRONMENT
(Contlnued)

4. YEGETATION

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Changes in the
diversity, productivity or
abundance of plant
species (including trees,
shrubs, grass, crops, and
aquatic plants)?

b. Alteration of a plant
communihu

c, Adverse effects on'any
unique, rare, threatened,
or endangered plant
species?

d. Reduction in acreage or
productivity of any
agricultural land?

e. Establishment or spread
of noxious weeds?

IMPACTS

UNKNOWN' NO
IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:. SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:"

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

COMMENT
INDEX

X

X

X

X

X
sle +a.

comment

4c.

f. Other:

Note:
4a.) Less than tive acres of vegetation would be disturbed, consisting mostly o1 sage, grasses, aspens, cottonwoods and willows. All disturbed

areas would be reclaimed and reseeded upon project completion.

4c.) A file search was conducted by the Montana Natural Heritage Program. No impacts are anticipated to any threatened, endangered or plant

species of special concem.

G:lt{Y DOC\IMENTEINILT|flSMITilCANILEA'SECI'ILI'31-05.DOC t/3t/05



PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT
(Continued )

5. FISHAiVILDLIFE

Will the proposed action
result in:

a- Delerioration of critical
fish or wildlife habitat?

b. Changes in the
diversity or abundance of
game animals or bird
species?

c. Changes in the
diversity or abundance of
nongame species?

d. Introduction ol new
species into an area?

e. Creation of a barrier to
the migration or
movement of animals?

f. Adverse effects on any
unique, rare, threatened,
or endangered species?

g. Increase in conditions
that stress wildlife
populations or limit
abundance (including
harassment, legal or
illegal harvest or other
human activiiy)?

h. Other:

IMPACTS

UNKNOWN- I NO
I IMPACTS

M|NOR POTENTTALLY I CAN I COMMENT
IMPACTS:. SIGNIFICANT I IMPACTS BE I INDEX

IMPACTS:* | MITIGATED" I

X

X

X

X

X

5b.

5f.

Note:
5b,c and f.) A file search was conducted by the MT Natural Heriiage Program. No impacts are anticipated to any threatened, endangered, or
wildlife or fish species of special concern. Grizzly bears have been sighted in the project area in the past; however the timing and nature of the
prolect should prevent any conflicts or impacts. The area is also listed a lynx habitat and Nilan Reservoir is listed as potential swan nesting
habitat. No impacts to these or any other wiidlife or fisheries species of species of special concern are anticipated.

G:\lvfY DOCUTlENTS\NILAMSMITHC.INALEA-SECI-iI I-3 l-05.DOC l/3 l/0t



2. HUMAN
ENVIRONMENT

6. NOTSE/EIECTRTCAL
EFFECTS

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Increases in existing
noise levels?

b. Exposure of people to
severe or nuisance noise
levels?

c. Creation of electrostatic
or electromagnetic eff ects
that could be detrimental
to human health or
properly?

d. Interference with radlo
or television reception and
operation?

e. Other:

IMPACTS

UNKNOWN- NO
IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:- SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:-

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

COMMENT
INDEX

X

X

X

X

See 6a.
comment

See 6b.
comment

6a.

6b.

6a.) Noise levels will increase temporarily during the construction period. However, this is a uery tral area. The impact will end upon
completion of the project.
6b.) (Same as item a. above)

G:\MY DOCIIMENTENIIJI'$MITHCAN'ILE I'SECIJI-|-3 I'05.DOC L/i1/05
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HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

7. LAND USE

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Alteration of or
interference with the
productivity or prof itabiiity
of the existing land use of
an arca?

b. Conflict with a
designated natural area or
area ol unusual scientific
or educational
importance?

c. Conilict with any
existing land use whose
presence would constrain
or potentially prohibii the
proposed action?

d. Adverse effects on or
relocation of residences?

e. lncrease regulatory
restrictions on private
property rights?

f. Other:

Note:

UNKNOWN" NO
IMPACTS

MINOR
IMPACTS

IMPACTS

POTENTIALLY
SIGNiFICANT
IMPACTS:"

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED'

COMMENT
INDEX

l1
G.\IiY DOCU ME l.,rS\N]L,1MSMITHC,4NALE.1,SECI-IL 1.3 I.O5.DOC ]/3 ] /05



HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

8. B!S!sHEAuH
HAZARDS

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Risk of an explosion or
release of hazardous
substances (including but
not limited to oil,
pesticides, chemicals, or
radiation) in the event of
an accident or other forms
of disruption?

b. Affect an existing
emergency response or
emergency evacuation
plan or create a need for a
new plan?

c. Creation of any human
health hazad or potenlial
hazard?

UNKNOWN- NO
IMPACTS

MINOR
IMPACTS:.

POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTS:'

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED'

COMMENT
INDEX

d. Othgn

Note:

G :WY DOCUMENTSTT{IIJI,I\SMITIIC.4NALEISECIJ|-1 -3 I-0j.DOC U3 1/05
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HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

9. COMMUNITY
IMPACTS

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Alteration of the
location, distribution,
density, or growth rate of
the human population of
an area?

b. Alteration of the sociai
structure of a community?

c. Alteratton of the level or
distribution of employmenl
or community or personal
income?

d. Changes in industrial or
commercial activity?

e. Increased traffic
hazards or effects on
existing transportation
facilities or patterns of
movement of people and
goods?

f. Other:

Note

UNKNOWN' NO
IMPACTS

MINOR
IMPACTS:'

IMPACTS

POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTS:"

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

COMMENT
INDEX

t3
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HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Contlnued)

10. PUBLIC SERVICES/
TAXESruTILITIES

Will the proposed action:

a. Have an effect upon or
result in a need for new or
allered govemmental
services in any of the
following areas: fire or
police protection, schools,
parks/recreational
facilities, roads or other
public maintenance, water
supply, sewer or septic
systems, solid waste
disposal, health, or other
govemmental services? ll
any, specify:

b..Have an elfect upon the
local or stiate tax base and
revenues?

c. Result in a need for new
facilities or substantial
alterations of any of the
following utilities: electric
power, natural gas, other
fuel supply or distribution
systems, oI
communications?

d. Resuft in increased use
of any.eneryy source?

e. Othen

Note:

UNKNOWN' NO
IMPACTS

MINOR
IMPACTS:'

IMPACTS

POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTS:-

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

COMMENT
INDEX

G:IMY DOCUMEMS|{IAMSMITHCANAIEA-SECI-1L| -3 l-05.DOe IB U05
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HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
(Continued)

11. AESTHETICS/
RECREATION

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Alteratton of any scenic
vista or creaiion of an
aesthetically offensive site
or effect that is open to
public view?

b. Alteration of the
aesthetic character of a
communrty or
neighborhood?

c. Alteration of the quality
or quantity of recreational
opportunities and settings?

d. Other:

UNKNOWN- NO
IMPACTS

MINOR
IMPACTS

IMPACTS

POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTS:-

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED "

COMMENT
INDEX

G:\MY DOCUTUIENTS\NI LAMSMITHC.INALEA-SECI-lL I - j t -05.DOC l/3 t /05
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HUIIAILENVIEONMENI
(Contlnued)

UNKNOWN' NO
IMPACTS

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED T

COMMENT
INDEX

IMPACTS

MINOR POTENTIALLY
IMPACTS:' SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS:'

12, CULTUMU
HISTORICAL
RESOURCES

Will the proposed action
result in:

a. Destruqlion or alteration
of any site, structure or
objecl of prehistoric,
historic, or paleontological
importance?

b. Phpical change that
would aflect unique
culturalvalues?

c. Effects on existing '
religious orsacred uses of
a site or area?

d. Other:

Note: 12a, b, and c.) An assessment of cultural resources will be completed by the State Historic Preservation Office. The SHPO findings

and recommendations wilt be incorporated in he findl draft of the EA and Notice of Decision. The Nilan Proiect was iecommended as
ineligibte for inclusion to the National Register in an assessment completed by the DNRC Archeologist. lt is not antbipated that any
cultural or historic resources v'ould be impacted by the project.

G:WY DOCUMENTENILAIASMITHCANALEA-SECI-II-|-3 I-05.DOC I/31/05
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3. SIGNIFICANCE
CBITERIA

13. SUMTVIARY
EVALUATION OF
SIGNIFICANCE

Will the proposed action,
considered as a whole:

a. Have impacts that are
individually limited, but
cumulatively
considerable? (A project or
program may result in
impacts on two or more
separate resources which
create a significant effect
when considered together
or in total.)

b. Involve potential risks or
adverse effects which are
uncertain but extremely
hazardous if they were to
occur?

c. Potentially conflict with
the substantive
requirements of any local,
state, or lederal law,
regulation, standard or
formal plan?

d. Eslablish a precedent or
likelihood that future
actions with significant
environmental impacts will
be proposed?

e. Generate substantial
debate or controversy
about the nature of the
impacts that would be
created?

f. Other:

Note:

UNKNOWN' NO
IMPACTS

MINOR
IMPACTS:-

IMPACTS

POTENTJALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTS:"

CAN
IMPACTS BE
MITIGATED -

COMMENT
INDEX

o
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Appendix B

Tentative Project Schedule

The Nilan Water Umrs Association and the DNRC, State Water Projects Bureau, vrould perform the necessary
work per the following general schedule:

Concurrent with rehabilitation

Site and Facility Photographs:

May 2004 Photos Showing Areas to be Cleared Out

Rod areas show bnrsh and trees to be cleared and sediment removal argas. The blue arqa in Photo 5 shows water locations

Perform water measurements in creek

May Photo l: Diversion Weir Shorving Areas of Willows and Sediment to be Removed



May Photo 4: Vegetation and Sedimentation to be Removed at Headgate

lllay Photo 5: Flow Depth at Entrance to Headgate Should be Over Waist-deep



lllay Photo 8: Canal Starts to Open Up 1,00O feet Dovmstreang but StiU Needs Cleaning



,;.: , t:;''.1. ,' . .
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Figure 2: 'lrpic:rl J6" b1 6{t" ('llP rrclr culver.l. \\ill be uscrl to repla(e c\irling cullerts.



Appendix B

Tentative Project Schedule

The Nilan Water Users Association and the DNRC, State Water Projects Bureau, uroutd perform ihe necessary
work per the following general schedule:

rame
Ea{y_wi.ntsr_?99-5_
Late Winter 2005 I Meet on site with LF

Stake easement
2005 (before Clean area around weir and healworks

Concurrent with rehabilitation Beplese rqlYe4g

Site and Facility Photographs:

NILAN PROJECT
Smith Creek Diversion Cleaninq

2005

May 20A4 Photos Showing Areas to be Cleared Out

Red areas show brush and trees to be cleared and sediment removal areas. The blue arsa in Photo 5 shows water locations.

Perform water measurements in creek

May Pltoto l: Diversion Weir Shorving Areas of Witlows and Sediment to be Removed



May Photo 2: Morc Vcgctltioo and Sedimcnt at Weir

May Photo 3: More of Same



May Photo 4: Vegetation and Sediurcmtation to be Rernoved at Headgate

lllay Photo 5: Flow Depth at Entrance to lleadgate Should be Over Waist-deep



Mey Photo 6: Ovcrgrown Canal Flowing Approdnntely 6 cfs Daign is 2fi) cfs

May Photo 7: Trecs and Brush Cloking Cand Just Downstrcam of Ilcadgate



iFi

illay Photo 8: Canal Starts to Opcn Up I,fiX) feet Dovmstreaul but Still Needs Oeaning



CANAL CRO&SINGS The original €asement for the Smith Creek diversion canal roquires that the State build and maintain
five 5-ton bridges over the canal. Per the roquest of a prarious landowner, two of thosebridges were constructod over Fmd
Creek at locations bene{icial to the landowner. Three timber hidges w€re constructod over the canal. Those timber bridges
have lmg since dceriqated to the point that they have been replaced with CMP culverts. Those culverts are grossly
undersized for the capacity of the sanal and will bc replacod as part of the proposed rdrabilitation. Current ptLr 

"r" 
to

replace each undersized culvert with wo 6G.inch by 4Ginch CMP arch pipes.

Figure l: Eristing 42-inch CMP culvert to be rrplaced. Notc dilapidated timbcr bridge in background.
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